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ABSTRACT
A basic objective of this study has been to look

beyond statistical details of state aid programs to broader questions
concerning the limitations, strategies, and impact of such programs
in restoring a more effective role to private colleges and
universities in the total national enterprise of higher education.
Chapter 2 and Appendix A comprise the most comprehensive effort to
evaluate constitutional limitations that can directly or indirectly
affect the viability of state aid legislation in each of the fifty
states, Chapter 3 through 5 illustrates both legislative intent and
flexibility of approach, and Chapter 6 provides selective
illustrations of overall enrollment trends, program growth and
financial stimulus resulting from state aid legislation. (Author)
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Preface

This study was commissioned by the National Council of Independent
Colleges and Universities as one aspect of a task force project on state
financial measures in the private sector of higher education. The study
examines these measures in terms of constitutional limitations and program-
matic details, and for evidence of impact. A major emphasis is upon recurrent
patterns which appear to indicate policy trends of national significance.
Commentary on legal issues in all fifty states, and tabular summaries of 33
state programs, are also featured.

The study project was largely a cooperative enterprise between three
co-authors who have been individually or jointly involved with state aid issues
for the past seven years.' Professors Howard and Chronister assumed major
responsibilities for the legal and programmatic .:search components, respec-
tively; and wrote the corresponding chapters on constitutional aspects,
program characte,-isticc, and detailed features of institutional and student
support programs, as well as impact. The summaries of fifty state constitu-
tions (Appendix Al arc Professor Howard's. Professor Chronister developed
the Grant and Scholarship Program Highlights (Appendix B). Professor
McFarlane, in addition to serving as project coordinator, wrote the opening
chapter, contributed to Chapters III through V, and acted as general editor
for the final report.

Research activities themselves required the services of nine graduate
assistants over a period of four months part-time and three months full-time,
in addition to the supervisory involvement of principal investigators Howard
and Chronister. These research teams depended heavily on the voluntary
cooperation of numerous agencies and individuals for primary source
material. legislative service bureaus in each of the fifty states, councils or
associations of private colleges and universities in thirty-three states (as well
as the headquarters office of the national association) and offices of state
attorneysgeneral.

All of these agencies were especially helpful in providing copies of
pertinent state legislation and administrative guidelines; data on funding
lock: decisions on court tests; other off icial or ads isor legal opinions; and
local or national studies of program impact. To all who responded so
promptly and willingly to requests for information, the authors express their
deep appreciation.

The formidable tasks of collecting, collating, tabulating and interpreting
the massive amounts of research data invoked in the study required many
tedious hours of laboriims work, as well as frantic last minute rushes to meet
deadlines. Thu authors wish to acknowledge with a sped word of thanks the
preliminary research efforts of graduate assistants Robert B. Collins,
Cnristopher R. Brewster and William C. Cleveland during the early phases of
the project; and to commend esrmciallY the work of graduate assistants
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Christopher J. Berry, lames R. Bayes, Edward M. Ford, Carter Glass IV, G
Christopher Wood, and E. Davis Mar; in during the later stages. The authors

particular ly indebted to Ms. Marlene McG rn, Chief, AngloAmerican Law
Division, Library of Congress, for her cooperation in expediting dLCC.55 to
source material on the legal aspects of the stuck,: and to Polly Haecker, Elaine
Oakey, and June Sale for keeping the whole proiect on schedule.

F001 NO 1ES U) PREFACE

tW (Lam H. McFarlane, Professor of Philoopily, tworAe Mdsor University, and
former Director, St,tte Council ol Higher Education for Virginia. Consultant to the
North Carolina Board of Higher Edw. lion (1968), Southern Regional Education Board
(1969 and 1971), and Council of li dep:r dent Colleges in Virginia (1971-72). Sec
rel,..vant publications of these organi/ations and also lour-nil ()I Law and du(alion,
October, 197'3.

A. I., Dick Howard, Professor of Uni..ersitv of Virginia, currently on leave as
Visiting I ellow, Woodrow Wilson Inffrnational Center for Scholars Smithsonian
Institution, Washington, D. C. I.secutive Director, Virginia Commission on Constitu-
tional Relision (1968-691, and consel to the Council of Independent Colleges in
Virginia (Miller v. Avers, 213 VJ, 251, 191 S.E.2d 261 (19721 and 214 Va. 171, 198
Si .2J ni 1 ( 197.31). See commentary. in Report ()I the Cormni%woo on Comtitutiondl
R,'t /woo, Richmond, Virginia, 1969, and hmid! ()! Lov and tdocution, Octo'..)er, 1973.

lay L. Chronister, DireJor of the Center for Higher Educ, iion, School of Education,
Unr.ersity of Virginia. Ccisultant to the Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia
( 1971-721, See / (it t Hook or) Pr,ute If ..u.tier Itimittioo nt 1,/.ryirlia (1971) and loornal of
I in (Phi I dm alum October, 1973.

6



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CHAPTER I

The Current National Perspective

A basic objective of this study has been to look beyond statistical details
(4 state aid programs to broader questions concerning the limitations,
strategies and impact of such pwgrams in restoring a more effeAive role to
private colleges and universities in the total national enterprise of higher
education. Chapter II and Appendix A, for example, comprise the most
comprehensive effort to date to evaluate constitutional limitations which c.m
directly or indirectly affect the viability of state aid legislation in each of the
fitly states. Chapters III through V and Appendix B describe programmith:
features in definitive categories that illustrate both legislative intent and
flexibility of approach. And Chapter VI provides selective illustrations of
overall enrollment trends, program growth and financial stimulus resulting
from state aid legislation.*

In short, this study develops an updated national perspective on state aid
te,lams. It conies to some faille' positive conclusions as to policy trends and

indicates a heal(hy pattern of program growth while raidig some questions
for additional s!udy with respect to impact. Especially promising are
numerous signs that the entire movement is increasingly accepted, not merely
as an Lid hth Oh)! t to "save the private colleges, but as an entirely legitim Ate
continuation of a venerable tradition of cooperatiye relationships het wecn
government and private high;r education dating back to colonial times. Public
polies- makers (peril, affirm the wisdom and economy of state aid to private
higher education a necessary means of preserving a pluralistic balance in
the total higher educational system.

the rest of this opening chapter reinforces the hvegoing conclusions
sel.ectivelc reviewing in general terms the affirmative case for the state aid
moyententi he immedi.ael v following section explores the more po+iii.e
connotations of "state aid" as it has applied throughout the greater part of
the hilory of higher education in this country. The remaining sections then
evimine the legal. programmatic and policy ramifications of these connota-

ins as mlnicinctia highlights to the dee,ailed t of the study itself.

/tiara Jr 4/ b/w., Althi nigh it has become commonplace in recent years to
AIL i.1 the Amer itall enterprise in higher education as intrinsically divided into
Thuhlic and "private" sectors, this outlook is neither whr 1k consistent with
the weight or Rai e' 'dente, lwr entirely valid in terms of constitutional
Law r public p. rr has been ,ILL1,11,1tt'l observed, ha e\ ample, that higher
edncation in All', ti,111111 begin neither puh'ic nor priyale,"1 het for
he mi ist p,ltt .1 r ilrltk shat 1.11 1SC between pi

ps ,e-.1 the colonial goyernments. And even atter rant
vii stai. II lir
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I it, I of the Fir-t Amendment to Cie new Federal Constitution, ".. Congress
o`ten made grants of ;'ublic !ands to schools ...," as well as cash grants for
more informal types of missionary education, ". . . without the requirement
that the schools be public."2 Individual states continued with analogous
versions of federal practices until s+ into the 19th century, so that many
notable ".. were est.,blished and sometimes operated with com-
bined grams f-om public and pri,Jate sources."3

In fact, the p....oi;,;;.rivate distinction in higher en' cation, as we ncw view
it, appears to have had its i,...nesis with the rise to prominence of the state
university tmd public land-grant college late in the 19th century. Similarly,
increasing limitations cr even prohibitions with respect to governmental
funding of churchrelated colleges do not appear to have originated entirely
from a concern with sectarianism as such; rather they seem to have resulted
mainly from internal divisiveness among the sects themselves in their

)I,) petition for preferential treatment in rc ..civing public funds.
Ind quite recently, moreover, it would have been difficult to argue that

thi concept of distinctive "sectors" or "systems" of higher education had
much practical significance. It was the massive, perhaps convulsive, groth-44f
statewide systems of publicly-sponsored colleges and universities in the 1950s
and l%Os which gave this distinction its real currency. And it is out of the
circumstances surrounding this same distinction that "state aid for private
higher education" became more literally descriptive of an important, it
sometimes controversial, issue of public policy.

,n the process of emerging as an important issue, however, the "state aid"
policy also inherited a number s't prejudicial impediments that still divert
attention horn the essential soundness ot the doctrine and, in many states,
have been the underlying causes for !warring delays in enacting or
implementing effective legislation. Misconceptions involving the church-state
issue are one such impediment; another is the mistaken belief that, more
linen Plan rot, public giants to private educatior confer public benefits
without reciprocal returns in .ervice or accountability. But these
antagonisms are grtidllally disappearing

e,/r/ hti,e,. With respect to tie.' church-state issue, most court cases
involving relationships between government and private higher education ,are
or comparatively recent origin. Moreover, toc. mere prominent decision, in
such cases appear, on the whole, :o uphold traditiunal historical practice's. At
the ted:ral te1,01, for evimple, the Supreme Court h,is repeatedly rejected an
absohitist -wall 01 separation" interpretation of the establishment clause of
the I. irst Amendmerit, developing, instead a series ;It exceptlyc ts'sts such as

fcc,islat ice purpos.c. and ulleV,R"S SCp31,d11 111 in 011.1110:Inere I()

iL1,11C1 against governmental interfetence with, in sUprtor 1)1, st!LI.Ir Ian

.ispck. Is of chnrch-related educational institutions.
Although ,..onstitutional language among the tiny states varies 5,ietels, is

trequently much niaHe r .strictive Ifl defining the limits for g welly-11011,d

involvement vi,,th church mg.lni/antIlls, p,:t ULU! k Neverneless, it

still seem- i Ile It) sa that .1r1mtlg the ;revailing themes in these constitutions
,lit' piohibitions again l the flow cif public funds ti!. support sectarianism and,
Ifl ,t vy der .igainst plOsiding nublie mom. pr Rate ,R.1,m(age
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aid ii) corporations or other private agenzies organiied for profi'i. In many
states, however, courts have tended to shape state constitutional law in
response to newer issues, sometimes assimilating el state's law t" United States
Supreme Court decisions on questions ut church and state.

But a national perspective on fifty individual ctinstitutior s turns very
quickly into misleading overgenerali,' ttions. For this reason, in partiimlar, a
major conclusion of this report is that a reference volume is required that will
b. applicable to constitutional and related legal consideratumy for each state
individually. Chapter II of this report oilers some general observations on
federal and state constitutional law, and Appendix A provides reports lor
each of the lilts states. Nevertheless, it must bc emphasised here that the. ci
reports are quite summars in nature and, without additional background, are
too brief to p; (vide technical assistance for legal experts who may be called
upon to prepare new forms of state aid legislation, to improve upon existing
form., or to defend either of th :se bLlore legislative bodies or the courts.

Prot/roil/moth bases, 1 he American tradition of governmental cooperation
(including I inancial arrangements) with nonpublic education.:) institutioi
not only dates back to colonial times but in some of the older states has been
in continuous existence up to) the present. Before contemporary connotations
i)! he term arose, the notion that state governments were somehow "aiding"
what we now call private institutions through these arrangements would have
been irrelevant, to sas the very least, it not downright meaningless. Tor, in a
manner ut speaking, these ,ur ongements als,) involved (and still do)) a type of
"institutional aid" to these Ames, in the form of educational service', that
otherwise would have rcq sired substantial investments in faciliCes and
progr,:ms at far greater public expense. Thus, the weight of American
tradition has been largely on the side of gianting public funds to "private"
colleges and universities for essential public functions, so long as they were
not note! iously sectarian in their outlook or prat: Ices.

the ovetall form and substance of contemn( state aid programs. as
detailed it Chapters Ill th;0,,gh V of this report, are in fact to some extent ,on
outgrowth of these historic pra,lic s. Nineteen states have developed (r

4mentecrl relationships with their private institutions, through such devices
as sp-Lialiied service tuntrakt., facilities assistance programs, and "aLross
the hosud" utntila grants, Lc_ gr this to provide such 'nstittitions with

unrestritted current turns. A total of 33 status (including the
nineteen hake enacted and Raided a varieh, (t1 stateadministered

suns -student suppor Is prinLipall% in the to): 711 grants and
Nth, ships; and tine Mutt' moving toward that g0,11.
10%,ir 'abb., .0th pH tk,,I It. ,t ltt attend ,t pr ikate institution it he
"i she .11. .trill in .1 NNlioLant number it Lases, !knit the LhoiLe to

t,tt Institutions ent 1r id% .
It I. ktertetal' Licit, and Sten kmit,Itt.tve, that a major emphasis in all

These Ili/Ai it fil ut 1)11%,ile I( );1,11 Li's, I)!

erlf.)11rIk'nt IV RAC SCL(l)r Ins! Ill111()11. tit the impetus
'iir these !it klekelitpmert. k .01 he Nitelk .t.kr t(t that phase of the tetent

.. stem. kkhli h lutind ,tail' legislature, 1:1oca.ingl., It et till
thtit II I in ,,t I .1111,,n1 ptlik inst It tit II Ins, hit h Nakv plihlil
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institutions turning away students while private institutions were desperately
trying to fill empty classrooms and dormitories. Although both public and
private institutions now share 3 common predicament in tneir so-called "new
depression," it is at least the case that the slate aid movement is firmly
entrenched as a significant part of the total national enterprise in higher
education, and for a host of entirely legitimate reasons cannot be viewed (as
it Wryer ,:ould) as a one-way street.

/'()/u v hoses. though some I if the adverse consequences of unrestrained
cndills13.rn for si3lsidc s \ stems wmpt)sed cllti!ck 01 ptihlit ins! ittilwns
were foreseen eddy on, it was not until about 1966 or 1967 that the first
serious (albeit groping) efforts were made to bring the policy issues of state
aid programs into clearer public focus. A few pioneering states established
various types of commissions to study such matters as how private
institutions toidd be "made an integral part" of statewide higher education;
or how to define the "proper place" of private colleges and universities in a
state system of higher education; or how such institutions could be

"appropriately rei.qed to public ones, without impairing their freedom" in
lirdt'r to Ad them in the "fulfillment of their task." From such studies, and
others as well, has come the general affirmation that "pluralism" in higher
educational systems smiuld he ;he essential aim of ...tos, nmental di lion in
chatting state aid p:-ogiams.

lhe under;} ing rationale of "pluralism" in the contemporary context has
been tati.usly stated in the intervening yea' s by numerous public and
quasi public bodies, but perhaps nowhere more succinctly than in one of the
earlier reports of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education:

"Hie silt( la/ ( ono ihntenns ancl problems ot the prii(lte In'tt Inn IthIS
be Wen In the light III then. cult as tit/ esset///d/ coMprieti/ r)/

thi et se, difil/Se, highly responsive' sy stern n4. higher
[(hit talon, a sysh',,, whose ilthee to the nation hus beet, amply
(lemons;late(1. Iii this owes t, pt hate institutions appeal in ptopet
pep sm., tile as .1 pre( tons set of 'asset being. the help to promote

ce(1,mi, (//ye'rsi/, an(/ (nu e/ /tot e. // their elle( tiveness is impaired,
1,H71( an 'whet ethic at as ti Whnie It/ll Si/ fie/ , "5

Adrlitionallt the specific policy bast's of state aid programs hate been
prow essitelt relined. Not rwLessm Il in the order of their irnpor tante, the
ft,II Tilt; Literneril. reflect the most cormnonl ,toted iustific.,rtions for the
1111111tief .,1111:1It's f slate ,11(1 tvt1,1111s "..111c11 ate p.)ss, operative:

I. \I ill t CI les 11%. L' ()I 1()1,11 slate I t's,(1111.I's 101 /111111L'i vdilt.,111(111,

Inc prRatt
1 I fik. cased stutici; L'Ss I') 101111 of 4.l ,s 1,c/ inklar
1, I II,' caNcil oIwtlrlilrlllS for stiffichis let olu.11r) a t. e(111k.,111 111 AI in

Irls1111111(01 'it their (\5n 4.n1(1(sltli;.

ht p, !hcmc, Irt iii ht Ii Innd, )r )ctinlcs plitltIs in Ow tieLilfed
. ,k. Ii .11(1 I., )rnp.is.rd ( 1 Iir 41,..th V "II it IS



not entirely clear, however, ;s how effective such programs have been in the
overall effort to implement the policies. The evidence is persuasive that the
programs ate aimed in the right direction, but to what xtent they can be
improved upon or added to, all within appropriate legal boundaries, remains
to be seen; and this would comprise another entire study far beyond the
scope of this present effort.

FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER I

'Allan 0. Pt niqet "Developing Relationships between Public and Private Higher
Lducation," Proceedings of the 19th SRLB Legislative Work Conference (Atlanta:
Southern Regional Education Board, 1970) pp. 38-39.

arlane and Charles L. Wheeler, Lequl and Politic u/ Issues of Stute Aid
lot Private Higher Lt locution, (Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1971) p.
10.

3/hid.

4Paraphrased or excerpted Iroal commission studies in Missouri (1967), Texas
(1968), and Illinois (1969), respectively.

511. C.. Bowen, !hi. 1.(onottrit of ,Slajor Private ilttiver%ific,%, Carnegie Commission on
11101ei I thiLation (Ncw lurk: riot).

1,0



CHAPTER II

The Constitutional Aspects of State Aid

Programs involving state aid at the level of private higher education are
rarely free of constitutional implications. The drafter of such a program must
concern himself with both the Federal Constitution and the constitution of
his own state. Where some of the private colleges involved arc churchrelated,
the central questions typically will be those arising from the religion pro-
visions of the Federal and State Constitutions. In addition, there are likely to
be relevant state constitutional provisions (such as those governing the objects
for which public funds may he spent) whose impact should be considered,
quite apart from questions of sectarianism.

The Federal Constitution. Decisions of the United States Supreme Court
rendered in 1971 and in 1973 lay down First Amendment guidelines. Those
opinions are of particular relevance because of the distinction they draw
between programs involving primary and secondary schools and those
operating at the level of higher education. In one opinion, Lemon v.
Kurt/man, the Court struck down, on First Amendment grounds, a Rhode
Island program of salary supplements for teachers in nonpublic schools
(mostly Roman Catholic) and a Pennsylvania program authorising the
"purchase" from nonpublic schools of "secular educational services,"
reimbursing schools for teachers' salaries, textbooks, and instructional
materials. Both programs were found to give rise to "excessive entanglemen;
between government and religion."'

On the same day as the Lemon decision, the Court decided Tilton v.

Richardson. upholding, with some modification, the Federal Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act of 1963. That statute provided federal construction grants
for college and university facilities. excluding facilities "used or to be used for
sectarian instruction or as a place for religious worship, or .. . primarily in
connection with any part of the program of a school or department of
divinity." i our church-related colleges and universities in Connecticut
received construction grants under the Act, and in Tilton the Court upheld
the grants as supporting legitimate secular functions of the colleges.2

Ina line of church-and-state decisions, the Supreme Court has evolved
three questions which it asks in cases in which a litigant asserts that a
governmental program ef!ects an establishment of religion in violation of the
First Amendment:

(11 Does the program reflect a secular legislative purpose?

(2) Is the primary effect of the program to advance or inhibit religion?

(3) Does the administration of the program entail an excessive govern
ment entanglement with religion?
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The Court asked thesc three questions in Tilton and found that the
federal statute passed muster on all three counts. Noting that in tenron the
Court was invalidating the Pennsylvania and Rhode Island prugrams on
grounds of excessive entanglement, Chief Justice Burger in Tilton distin-
guished Lemon by pointing to "significant differences between the religious
aspects of church-related institutions of higher learning and parochial
elementary and secondary schools." Firstly, the Chief Justice observed that
college students "are less impressionable and less susceptible to religious
indoctrination" than arc younger students. Secondly, "by their very nature,
college and post graduate courses tend to limit the oppoc tunities for sectarian
influence by virtue of their own internal discipline," Thirdly, many
church-related colleges "are characterised by ,t high degree of academic
freedom." Reviewing the record in !Mon, the Chief justice touched such
matters As admissions, taL ultv appointments, religion courses, and academic
freedom and concluded that religious indoctrination was not a substantial
purpose or activity of any of the lour colleges. Consequently there was less
need for intensive government surveillance of the aid program and hence less
opportunity for excessive entanglement between government and religion.
Bolstering this conclusion was the "nonideological" character of the kind of
.rid extended construction grants in Tilton, as opposed to subsidies of
teachers in Lemon. Also reducing the risk of et ,nglcnient in Tilton Ytt.r the
tact that the government aid w.ts a "one-time, sing.. -purpose" gr,mt.3

In 1973, the Supreme Court decided several cases which once again, as in
1971, upheld ,t go%ernrnental program aiding private, cite h-related colleges
at the same time that the Court struck down programs aiding nonpublic
elementary .ind secondary schools. For example, in Como 'tee for Public;
tclocation Rellyroirs Liberty r. Nygo:sr, the Court invalid,. ed three New
York programs aiding nonpublic elementary and secondary schools, one
sc hich gaYe direct mune) grants lor miintenan,x and repair of facilities and
equipment to cnsdre the students' "health, welfare, and safety," one which
Base tuition grants, based on parents' it Li to parents of children in such
shoals, rnd one which gave income tax relief to parents not qualifying fur
tuition grants. All three sections of the New York statute were found to
advance the religious rnissir of sectarian schools, in violation of the
establishment clause or the First Amendment:2

On the same day as Nvquist, however, the Court decided //wit v. Aft Nair,
upholding South (,arolina's creation r)1 a state authority empowered to issue
reYentie hands to assist private colleges in constructing capital 1,...cilities.5 A
South Larolina taxpaY lir had challenged a pioposal that the authority issue
hand, to assist the Baptist CofIcge r,t Charlestcn to refinance r.apital
improyciments and to complyte a dining hall. Writing for the majority, Mr.

conc!taled that the purpose of the statute was secular, that the
,t.trute did not haw the printory purpose of advancing or inhibiting religion,
arid that .! did fl()l taster ,trl \Le.IVC entanglement with rela.tion. Justice
f' rsscll acknowledged, in discussing primary effect, that the college's if llst,es
ssctc t II ttctl n the South aHrliri,t Baptist Conventi,41 and th,.1 the
( had to appr()%c .1,1V chatter anIctidnictits and teriain

arisaLt!,)ris But I ut.allItil; ////,),/, Itistii Pywett 11)toid 1Pat, nl ref )id Irl

12
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/hint, there was no more oasis to conclude that the i.ollege's operations were
"oriented significantly tosyards sectarian rather than secular education" than
was the case with the four Catholic olieges in 11/ton.6

Taking the 1971 and 1973 decisions together, one may make sever. i
observed inns:

(1) The Court mak'. a significant distinction betwe^n programs aiding
nonpublic elementary and secondary schools and those aiding private
colleges, mcluding colleites. that Jr,: church- related, A varlets' ()I programs aiding
parochial schools were struck don in the 1971 and 1973 decisions, while in
both years the Court upheld direct aid to colleges whose church tics were
palpable.

12) 1 first Amendment challenges to programs aiding private higher
education will be decided on a cas2by-case basis, on the facts of a particular
case, rather than on the face of e? statute. The decisions in both Mon and
/hint turned 1)n the records in the roped IVC C.Iscs.

I he ( ilai I appear. to take nonsec tar ianism at private colleges
acaderni, ticedom, open enquirx prulessional standard, as the norm. Hence
the burden is on those who challenge a program to show that an institution
being aided departs from that norm and in fact is characterised by religious
indoctrination.

( 11 I iirmal tie. hi c hutch such .1, a religious body's power to appoint
trustee, or to approve charier amendments are not enough to disqualify a
college for governmental aid. The judicial enquiry is directed instead to the
college's actual operations its admissions and faculty hiring policies, require-
ments that students religious services, the contents of required religion
cilurses, and the like /

(S) A program, to be constitutional, must satisfy independently the three
tests which the Court has fashioned in Cstablv,hment clause cases that the
program has a .collar purpose, that its primary effect is other than to advance
or inhibit religion, and that it doe, nut foster an excessive entanglement with

OH MAKI/1.2, In .his, in's!, ill lygitirmite put pt lst. is not
I Iht I dt And `11)lith ( arvditla sidIllics upheld in

Ind ri.spc.:o.(.1\ .If t' )22 I, .J cs,inipls Ow kinds id findings ffit
,rtlf t ss ill fr,pck I.

.11(1 religion require, Obit safeguard. and limitations he
incorporated 1111,, program. I or example, in ///ton the Chief Justice noted
ti' 't I I 1%. 1111 i)slkh/t. toltLt1 funds -.1 ht'
dcI)lcd ti the secular and not the religious !unction ul the recipient
ins!dhitiiins SII1111.t: In 1111,11, ki.tice Powell noted that the South
( at, st.ittitc tiled (all aid for I,tcllilir, In he Used 11)1 relig;ty. purposes,"

In gefirrtl, Oh' ( set's It'Ss risk oe. exces.ive entanglement in
. ;boil than aidnig niinpubli. elemental',
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and secondary schools. This follows from the Court's recognition that
churchrelated colleges pursue a secular objective similar in kind to that
sought by nondenominational institutions and from the Court's appreciation
of the fact that the atmosphere on most college campuses, church-related or
not, gives far less occasion for religious indoctrination than does the parochial
school environment.

(9) Whether a program aiding private higher education will be found to be
constitutiona: will turn in part on the nature of the aid. In his opinion in
Tilton, Chief Justice Burger was influenced by the "nonideological" character
of the aid being provided he contrasted construction grants in Tilton with
subsidies to teachers in Lemon and by the fact that the aid was a "one-time,
singlepurpose" grant. He noted that no one of the three factors in
Ti /ton religious indoctrination not being a substantial purpose or activity of
the aided colleges, the nonideological character of the aid, and its one-time,
singlepurpose nature would by itself be decisive. Hence a case involving, for
example, tuition grants to college students, subsidies to college profemars'
salaries, or other programs might require a fresh balancing by the Court of the
factors which might suggest the presence or absence of entanglement.

Stutz' constitutions. For draftsmen in most states, devising an aid program
which complies with the First Amendment is likely to be a less troublesome
matter than being sure that the program satisfies the state constitution. The
religion provisions of state const:tutions are often applied with greater
strictness than is the First Amendment. Moreover, there are non-religion
clauses, e.g., those prohibiting the lending of the state's credit, which must be
reckoned with.

Religion clauses in state constitutions take several forms. Some directly
parallel the First Amendment, for example, Alaska's provision (Art. I, § 4),
"no law shall be made respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof." More commonly, a state constitution's religion
clauses are a good deal longer and more involved than the First Amendment.
The variety of the state provisions and the range of judicial interpretations
placed upon them make unfeasible any effort, in a brief study such as the
present one, to offer generaliiations about them. In particular, any effort to
draft a "model" statute for a state program of tuition grants or other aid
would tounJer on the peculiarities of a particular state's law.

In addition to the religion clauses, the draftsman should be aware of other
provisions which may operate to prevent or limit certain kinds of aid to
private higher education, whether church-related or not. It is common, for
example, for state constitutions to have provisions born of unhappy
experiences in the nineteenth century with state aid to railroads and other
internal improvements prohibiting the State and its political subdivisions
tram lending their credit to any person or association.I0 A stme constitution
may require that taxes be levied and public funds spent only for a "public
purpose."' I There may be a prohibition on the appropriation of public funds
for the support or benefit of any private educational institution, whether
sectarian or nets' Thew examples simply illustrate the variety of provisions
which, although they may have originated in some historically distint
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problem, may be so interpreted as to be an impediment to programs aiding
private higher education. [fere, as with the rel;ion provisions, the gloss which
state courts and attorneys general have la'd on the constitutional language
virtually dictates that each state he approached as suigeneris.

Those initiating a program in one state can, however, profit from knowing
something of the experience or other states. It is with this thought in mind
that the brief synposes in Chapter II are presented. Were space to permit, a
fuller state-hs -state discussion (win& wiitild total perhaps 1000 pages) would
be more useful.

In adcliti(m to the snopses 14 the states' experience, a few obseriations
may he made about some of the nuances which one may encounter in
attempting to bring an aid program into line with a state constitution,

(11 A number of states, especially in recent years, have amended their
constitutions explicitly to permit various forms of aid to private colleges or to
students attending them. Georgia's Constitution, for example, was amended
in 1972 to provide (Art. VII, § I):

Notwithstanding ant/ other provisions 01 this Constitution, the
General Assembly is hereby all thori/ed to provide by loss fora program
ur programs rrl loans, seholarships, and grants, and the inswing of loens
and payment 01 interest on loans to citizens of this _Stole for
:ducational purposes. l he General Assembly is authorized to provide'
for all ma; ter relatiVe lu such programs, laves May he /eviec/ and public
lands ye/Wed for such purposes.

Constitutional priisions permitting loan rograms are particularly popular
and flase hecn adopted in such states as Taint', Massachusetts, Nehraska,
ohlo, I C \ Mid VIIV,M1.1.

Where a state (.c. nst itut ion has been amended along such specific lines, the
new section may prevail, where applicable, over older and more geneiat
constitutional provisions. In a test case involving a new section (Art. VIII,

111 of the Virginia Constitution authorising loan programs for students in
Virginia's private Lolleges, that State's Supreme Court held that the section
(cituctive in 1971) prevailed, within the amhit of ts area of authorisation,
over existing, mute general constitutional provisions, such as those limiting
appropriations to sectarian institutions.'

(2) Aid to private higher education is an active held, and constitution.''
amendments continue to he proposed and placed before the voters of the
social states. VuLtini,tris, ample, sited Irl Noemher I 01 1 to amend
\rnk.lk \ III, `)ei Hon I I, s'.hiili therefore permitted loans to students in
nonprofit instiLitions of higher cdtk,tr it )11 Irl the Commonwealth, to
.iiiiii it I/ an;, tit ,till' students and also to allioo, t. innIi.iiIs V. th prls,Ite
%.,111C1,!.C, Ion NC' Ill's. In No 0.emher 1);', the %liter s of \lassaLhuset is will tote

pr,'nos. 1 .% hid) would amend \r tik.!e \I 'xi tit tht Massachusctts I onsta
tint,' io lit'f dinct. I .t!t1 I t IV it. At' iflsillt1 I It Ms of fu.2,1ter cdoiato

t In slum' %tales, those who woolI frame pit of aid to private
high, r tbdirLation lho,e the benefit it recent mdmal glosses on felesanl

13



constitutional proistons. In Virg nia, for example, there have already been
two test cases involving statutes enacted under Article VIII, Section 11 of the
1971 Constitution." In other states, however, one may find that the leading
cases are raiher early. In South Dakota, the leading case concerning the
constitutionality of aid to seciarian schools was decided in 1891.15
Obviously one must be wary in making assumptions about the weight which a

court today would give to cases of such vintage.
( I) In contrast to the practic : undo the I ederal Constitution, where

Article III through its language of "case" or "contioversy" is held to bar
advisory opinions, sonic state supreme courts will render advisory opinions on
the constitutionality of legislation. Note, fur example, the liberal use in New
Hampshire of "Opinions of the /Lstices." In such states one may find the
state of the law better settled. Mr,ireover, on the assumption that advisory
opinions have weeded out more dubious proposals, programs which are on
the statute books may be less open to constitutional attack.

(5) An enquiry into the law of any state is not complete without a careful
survey of relevant attorney general opinions. Indeed in some states, opinions
of the attorney general may he virtt.ally all the relevant gloss there is to shed
light on the constitutionalii of particular kinds of programs. In some states
an attorney general's opinion has, at least for state agencies, the force of law
(unless a iudicial opinion is to the contrary); in other states an attorney
general's opinion is useful fur its permasive value only. In either event, such
opinions should be researched as a mater of course.

(6) Where the issue is one of whether a program is compatible with the
religion clausi s of a state constitution, some state courts say explicitly that a
program which will pass muster under the First Amendment to the Federal
Constitutirn will stand under the state constitution. This position has beer
taken in Vermont, for example, in opinions ut the Supreme Court of
Vermont and id the St,-,u; s Attorney General) State courts often will
assimatte a state constitt(`on's religion provision to the 1. irst Amendment as

interp ...ted by the Unit..d States Supreme Court, even though the state
mhtilutim1,11 language may not he identical to that of the 1 first AmerLiment.

This is the thrust of a 1968 Rhode Island decision holding that a program of
le \ tbooks fur students in parochial schools did not yiolate either the First
Amendment or Article I, Section 3 of the Rhode Island ConstiilltiUn) 7

1 7) an the other hand, state courts often note that the language of their
state constitution, is Mine specific than that ol the 1- irst Amendment. A
1')70 Massachusi:tts for evimple, takes this tack in comparing
Article \I.VI or the Massachusetts Constitution with the First Amend
merit." Male court Intormelannn )0 ,t sole prOVISInfl 111.0,
tro,,thdate a program which would he under the I its( Amendment. For
evimple, the Supreme Court of Delaware, In .1 19tiu opinion, held that
Delaware's ( onstitutiim would imalidate program of schoidbus trarl'.poila
him for ptr)ils attending private elementar and sthimds." the

Court (list inguisht d the United States Supreme Court's decision in / vrsim
(frr,il;l ell drit.mHtv") on the ground that the reLvant Delaware provision

t kw, t ion (i w e %Apia it than the I it st Amendment I

iS) In mans states, there has IL.cri more liti4ahun user aid h) schi)uli, at
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the primary and secondary school level, especially parochial schools, than
over programs at the level of higher education. One reason is that proposals to
aid parochial schools have been afloat for decades, whereas public attention
to the needs of private higher education is, for the most part, a development
of recent years. Frequently one who proposes a program for higher education
will find that the case law deals largely with parochial schools. How a state
Supreme Court responds to constitutional challenges to a program at the
college level may turn in good measure on the willingness of the state court to
follow the lead of the United States Supreme Court in Ti /ton and Hunt and
to he more receptive to a higher education program even though a
comparable program at the secondary school level might be suspect.

(9) 1.%en where a state court follows federal guidelines, one should he
cautious in relying on state decisions which, following those guidelines,
interpret a state program similar to one involved in a subsequent United
States Supreme Court decision. For example, there is a 1971 Florida decision
upholding a financing ,,,rangement which was similar in many respects to the
South Carolina plan upheld two years later by the United States Supreme
Court in Hunt v. McNair but which lacked some of the limits regarding aid to
sectarian functions built into the South Carolina statute.22

(10) The "child benefit" theory that a particular kind of aid (schoolbus
transportation, textbooks, etc.) may be viewed as aid to the child and only
incidentally as aid to the institution he attends can be helpful in upholding
governmental programs touching private education.23 Where a state's caselaw
recognises the child benefit theory and by no means do all states subscribe
to it" a program of aid ought to be fashioned, if possible, so as to direct aid
to the student and not to the institution. Child benefit states tend to be less
restrictive than those that reject the theory.

(11) Traditions of relations between church and state vary significantly
from one state to another, even among neighboring states. Such historical
climates often tend to condition the posture in which the constitutionality of
a governmental program is tested. Virginia, for example, is heir to a long
tradition of separation of church and state, studded with such landmarks as

Jefferson', Bill tor Establishing Religious F reedom and Madison's Memorial
and Remonstrance Against Religious Assessments. Correspondingly, Virginia's
judicial decisions tend to relative strictness in questions of church and
state.25 By contrast, there are states having a strong religious orientation. It
has been observed, for example, that 'Tennessee has maintained a funda-
mentalist religious atmosphere (the statute upheld in the 1925 Scopes trial
remained on the statute books until 1967),26 and in such states it would he
reasonable to suppose that interpretation of the state constitution's religion
prosisions might he less strict.

(12) In some of the Southern states, Wrist IRA mal amendments and
iudicial decisions responding to federal initiatives (following, 111-(mn Board
of 1.dchationI requiring desegregation of public schools rPa he helpful to
adsocates of aid to private higher education. Cworgia's Constitution, for
c \ample, was amended in 191.1 (Art. VII, ; I ;) to permit educational grants
to Georgia citiiens regardless of other constitutional prc,cistons.

111)so.ccr, whether Southern state will( decisions espe;Jalls those

I ;
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of the 1950s and early 1960s influenced by synvathy for resistance to
court-ordered public school integration would have full force today. In a
1959 decision, for example, the Supreme Court of Florida gave a liberal

construction to the State Constitution's provision authorizing ptJperty tax
exemptions. The Court obviously had an eye to current events, as ir. related

that

tells us that both immediately before, as well as during the dark
dcos of the reconstruction period following the War betveen the States,

the students nl liorida received their education primarily in private
schools. Current events puttered that history in the making is about to
irpe(11 Coertit e writs emanating from courts in the I ederal
Nester,' are qt:fikrally .stesting from the respective states of this nation
the «vitro! and management of their public school systems. Forced

with social philosophies repugnant to the mores of our
iti/ens is now being required 1,1 public school administration. As a

result ow ~late I egishnure is pros, ntly engaged in the consideration of
laws stIntb will permit the compulsory closing of our public schools,
and provide a subsidy with which students may attend private schools

of their choice. Under eAisting circumstances sound reason dictates that
our lows should not be construed in such a narrow fashion as to
discourage the continuance or impede the establishment of the very
private schools on which our students may soon be forced to depend

lot on eclikolion.2/

Whether such judicial attitudes persist into the 1970's or not, consti-
tutional amendments (such as the 19'.4 Georgia amendment) remain as
cr+ef ul vehicles for aid to private education, quite independently of the

opposition to public school desegregation which may ha .e been the occasion
for their adoption. Note, howevt.r, that should aid be channeled to schools
which di,uirrunate on the basis of race, the United States Supreme Court has
noted that, where race is involved, the fourteenth Amendmer,!'s equal
protection clause is interpreted to impose a stricter bar to state assistance

than would he the case were the question one of establishment under the

I first rnnd:/lnt."
(I 41 Where the state constitutional question is whether a program of aid

to private higher education is compatible with a provision forbidding lending
of the Slate's credit, there is commonly a good deal of case law interpreting a
lending of credit proviskm. The result in a particular instance may turn >n the

(-dent to which a state court will he willin t to give a liberal interpretation to

the c!aose in modern contexts not related to the evils (usually internal
impr,,vernents such as railroads and canals) which gave rise to the provision.

I he Minnes,.t.l corn is, for example, seem willing to take this liberal

approac h.
Lendine, it credit prohibitions mas hr avoided tr, the use ()I devices, such

as rey co:le hinds, which do not invoke the State's credit. Thus the Supreme

( hurl 'south Carolina lound no ciolation of that State's lending of credit
clause ( \rt. t, § tai 1(1 the creation of a stale authority ro issue resenuc
bond, I 1,s.,t noltotions ,it higher cdutitiIn in South ( arolina.")
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(14) Whew the state constituti mat provision is one which prohibits the
4)1)1,1)6,114m of money to private undecakings, strict enfirr.ement of this
kind it prohibition means that such an appropilation will be struck down
even though it might he argued to lho,e "putilic put ppse." I h. New Mexico
Supreme (-Aunt, for example. has given a strict into pictation to the mandate
of the Nev. Me\ico (Ail 1 \ , K, I I, that neither tit stale no, its
political subdivisii:ns may make "any donation II) of in aici ot peisim,
association, or public or pr ivate corporation ...."1 of the
strictness Oi this section is the temarkable specificity of the pi lc is.i, added in
1971, to authori/e a scholarship program for Virtnao veterans glen:ling
educational institutions under the exclusive control of tit... '.3tate

the above observations mas give some notion of the range and cal iely of
interpretatise problems whi .h those c, ho advocate progiams aidiug private
higher education may encounter whirl state constimoos. 1 he First
Amendment and other federal limitathms may hoc e some nuances,
but at least the guidelines ale of a 11,111oil,t1 Lltdi Ado State

limits, by contrast, though they pre seut some patterns common to more
than one state are ultimately pee' 'iar to a paiticulai state. That is why
attempts to draft "mirdel" legislation would he of lit tie ,nail, ruci it is a
reminder that the 1.11,11Is111.111 pick his way carefully, his eve over 4111i S111)111(10"

to the I cderal Constitution and over the other to his state that

FOOINOlLs 10(11/WILK II
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7130wtorrn.n v. O'Connor, 104 R.I. 519, V7 A.2d 82, 83 (1968).
490pinion of the le.stices, 357 Mass. 836, 258 N1.2d 779, 782 (1970).
190pinion of the Justices, 216 A.2d 668 (Del. 1966).
203;0 U.S. I (1947)
21The Delaware Constitution WAS Amended in 1967 to provide specific authoraation

for the free transportation of students in nonpublic, non.proCt ..1t-Ientary And high
schools. Del. Const., A. t. X, 5.

22Nohrr v. Brevard County I duc. F acilities Auth., 247 So.2d 304 ;F IA. 1971).
23See I verson v. Board of Educ., 330 U.S. 1 946.
24F or examples of decisions rejecting the child benefit theory, see, e.g., Board of

Lduc. v. Antony, id4 P.2d 911 (Okla. 1963); Opinion of the justices, 216 A.2d 668
1966) (the specific hoVitig of the Delaware de6sion, holding that a choolbus

ransportation rogram for puoili in nonpublic sclools would violate Del. Const., Art. X,
1, has 0,-en overturned by a 1967 amendment to the Delaware Constitution Art. X,
5).

25See AInond Day, 199 Va. 1, 97 Si .2d 824 (1957).
26Anson P. Stokes,Church and State in the United Sties (Ncw York, 1959), U, 598.
27simpson v. Jones Business College, 113 So.2d 7E0, 765 (1959).
28Norwood v. Harrison, 413 U.S. 455, 470 (19731.
29Sce Citv of Pipestonv v. Madsen, 287 Minn. 357, 178 N.W.2d 594 (1970).
30iIunt v. McNair, 177 S.L.2d 362 (S.C. 1970), curt', 413 U.S. 734 (1973).
31Sce Ilarrinaton v. Atteberry. 21 N.M. 50, 1,3 P. 1041 (1915); Hutcheson v.

Atherton, 4 N.M. 144, Y) P.2d 46? (1940).
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CHAPTER Ill

Types of State Aid: General Characteristics

Viewed from a national perspective, state aid leg:ilation employs varied
(and sometimes conceptually involved) mechanisms for channeling assistance
into the private sector of higher education. Basically, however, such assistance
may he classified in terms of two irreducible categories: (1) assistance directly
involving the institution, and (2) assistance directly involvi.--ig 'the student.
Assistance in this sense normally means some sort of financial support for the
institution or student, but can also mean institutional relid- from otherwise
requisite esspenclitures, such as. sales and other tai osemptions, or access to
%tate administrative services such as the purchasing off ice.

fus repot is concerned esclusivelv with state ;lid in the sense 01 financial
suppo; t. It covers general characteristics nationally, and detailed features by
indiv idual .fates (i.e., funding tormu)ts, funding levels, ithjectives and restric-
tions, rtes. I tic enctd1 charactcostics of both institutional and student
supp ii t programs .tre outlined in this chapter, and their respective details are
presented ;, the two succeeding chapters.

Institutional Support Programs

A total 1If nineteen states provide one or more major forms of institutional
support to private institutions of higher education.' These forms indude
contracts for various kinds of educational services (I 3 states);2 facilities
bonding authorities 1 I I states); and formula-based grants to operating
budgets (''S states).2 Seven stat.-Ys have at least one such program, and twelve
have Iwo or more.'

Service Coritrdt ts. "Contract colleges" are an established tradition in this
counirv, in which individual private institutions have entered into agreements
with state or federal governments, or with regional agencies, to proOde
certain servfix, not otherwise available. 1 he current popularity of this

01.1t11, J(0: )tt put l() thIN It.tdllutlt, but .f1.(1 ul t Iii
.t rtt t.ir)t!.1. tit f t't 11(1flpfltAll .fv,ctlL lc% sllt 11 hi rspft,11%,

Addltif )(1.0, since the state is nurchasing these services, the attendant
Loncopt it -po, merit tiff survit.t.% rendered" tindoubtedls, help. to blunt the
/irk 1';t .1.1tc Mcil If .ti Ow 1)c\;irwirr.4,11( tl.iptuf I.
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Illy 14,1141v/if* are the general types of contract services to be found among
the thirteen stales will' contract programs:

I. ( offiracts for in...teased numbers of state residents in private college
classes. Such contracts are generally unrestrictive as to program areas,

2. The purchase of educational opportunities for state residents in specific
high-cost ,pc : ialiied programs such as medicine, dentistry, nursing, law,
etc.
I he purchase of computer and library services which would he
expensive and duplicative if developed in a pubqc institution when
already available in the private institution.

Among the three, the first sometimes overlaps with formula grants and is
probably the most difficult to justify politically. Yet it is the most pertinent
to the needs of undergraduate colleges.

Lit ilitie% .1%iStant e. Facilities assistance programs arc normally provided
through state-legislated bonding authorities, that enable the private institu-
tions to borrow for construction from funds generated by lay-free bonds. The

institution must uctsally pledge appropriate types and amounts of current
revenue for payment of principa! and interest, and title to the facility is

ustialls retained by the state agency until the issue is retired. Although such
authri:ies are here classified as a type of assist tnce involving direct financial
support, the advantages they provide are also analogous to "indirect support"
son. h a, ',A II) state administratie services), in that ihe

results in cost benefits (i.e., hser interest rates) to the institution
that it t Old itut It he, %% ISU Jclttluc.

utmtilq (snort,. I MIMI.' grants involve the must direct approach of all to
the 1.1111,1 Ui oI institutional support and, as previously noted, are probably

for that reason the East prevalent of the major types of assistance directly
ins uk ing in,..litut ions. their general characteristics May he summariied under
Iwo headings, the first involving Rvo variations on the hasL formula:

I I Malicial assistance based upon institutional headcount (or in a few
instances III) enrollment. !hers. two bask variations within this
Appn,a, h

a. A h !Md.+ shah pecUies a tked and coral cunt of money for each
eurollud af hula:\ c It crittilirTICIli.

h. A N111111.11 torllllll,l vshilh ter l'IllIatc% [MN', %NI) lower.div ',ion and
upperdRision students and allocates a larl:er sum for each upper-
d 0, 1.0, HI .tiajen

based upiln .1\%.11dC1/41. IIcre a !Red sum of

moo,, 1, granted for each degree conferred. A differential mav he
tot the tvpu oT loci of degree d1. A.,

);j1, /fps IIt c hrt in plho (0 rit,11( if pr( (v,t,ini% it in.tiztillun11
.! irk, 1, O11'\ p..,:,11,1 1,, direct inkome for tire mstitution

tk 1(1 1,111! not he ,mpterc s,Itholit ITICIIIIMItris( it

(1' 1r11, %%114 )se v,ener AL terr,tll, flee 11,)1 lrllrllllie
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precisely with the contract or formula grant categories. One, which shall be
referred to in the next chapter as a "trailer grant," involves funds which
private 4istitutions in two states receive in conjunction with, or as part of, a
package ut funding for student aid. Typical legislative specifications for trailer
grant. provide that the bulk of funds must go to student aid but that up to a
Red percentage may he retained as current fund revenue. They are classified

as "figmtila grants" in Chart A at the end of this chapter.
The second is mentioned, not especially because of any guidelines it

provides 141r other states but rather because it is .1 very substantial program
involving at the current time state funding in cues., of S31,000,000. In terms
of general characteristics specified in this chapter. it is very definitely a grant,
but one for which no formula is prescribed. This is the Pennsylvania program
for "qatelelated" and "state-aided" colleges, and requires that funds to the
tinnier nust he used to prevent tuition increases. whereas funds to the latter
,ire to he directed toward programs that will benefit the state, In Chart A at
the end of this chapter, the program is classified as "Oth...r",

Undoubtedly., there are other miscellaneous type., of programs, such as the
one in New York which provides fur state funds to endow t.hairs for
distinguished scholar. at private institutions. Stations for such programs are
not presented in this report.

Student Aid Programs

This aspect of the report is concerned with student support for
educatii,n. A varietv of program options has been established

at the state It's cl for providing financial support to meet student costs. A
sof se% St.lit' legislation reveals that, in terms of general charaiteriitics, they
F11,1% he classified in three generic Latest, )1 it.. as (I) scholarships, 12) grants,
and 1 tl loans. ' ( hat t at the end of this chapter identif ie. those states which
har. loan ;1;4 quart). in addition to one or more or the options classified in the
first two call:gin les. Chaplet V pi ovido Additional information on loan
Pro 141.1.1171%

R iti,rrnale. I he r,lliin,llt underls, ing most, it not all, state programs which
pr 0, Itic ode tit suppor t is tither f I ) irk forsed straent ess to higher
tAittL,It 1110 3 such, f )l if/4 red11d frertitiM fit ( ilf1/ 1 .trillif14 ptIbilt, and
pf 'sate institutions. Sekinitlars and related .1.1171N111.0 he to maintain the lista!
\i.lhiftts of pi n..ite wow institution., or Iii conserse and 11141C ettILIcilli%
tit ituc 1,)t,t1 state res.411t.C till higher cdtkation.

hats.1 the aim, ht Otteetit'l, link' 1 the per allon.11 gm,111!erns which arts
!it. h pr,,W 101 tilt 1 111.111.1 t.tt.(1 is the INV if S111(14111 ,,,/,117/ thcti Ili it

"` ! 1 Pt' 'I rii. 01e! it \ 111

ht.( v.ctfl Nt'alc!it tharVy it ,111 1111 It11114 )11 1 the sl,ldtnl 4.(' tht:
.tm. f14, ,ric, thc tkIcrit And ho, Licnik t an fed tai

ho,%,,R1 th.isr that tt'l

5 I II h nt l is 1.1 1 t 4itt. 5 it'd A;14 ow. 14
,'! 0.1,,rrn Not), rtt u(1:,
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Mechanisms. "thus, student aid mechanisms will vary basically in .!cco
dance with differing emphases with respect to rationale. This in turn will
generate differing calculations of the student need factor. If the aid is
designed to increase acre's., to higher education, cc! tain consequences follow,
If the aim is freedom of choice, different results may be expected. While
these options are not mutually exclusive, there are differences in the
implications of each and in the mechanisms of any plan designed to
implement one or the other.

The 1973 Report on Model Student Assistance Programs for Kentucky
provides a relevant discussion of the equal access/freedom of choice
dichotomy.

Freedom of choice of institutions or equal access to education is
central to all student aid programs, and, in particular, to those operated
by state agencies. The goal orientation of student aid programs seeks
out some place on the' continuum that runs from freedom of choice in
institutions to equal access to postsecondury education.

LAentially, a freedom of choice program provides that, under all
circumstances, a student who chooses a high-cost education can obtain
more aid than if he or she had chosen a lower-cost institution. A more
widely used device in a model of this nature is to limit the amount of
the award to a sum not exceeded by a fixed limit, usually $1,000 or
more, or tuition (whichever is the lesser) or the amount of remaining
need if less than the maximum or the tuition costs. Under a model of
this type, a student from a relatively affluent family can receive more
assistance to attend a high-cost institution than a student from the most
impoverished background can receive to attend a low-cost institution,

An equal access to education program starts with the premise that it
is more important that students from the lower economic strata receive'
help to attend u post- secondary educational institution, which will
generally meet their educational requirements, than to induce them to
seek out cost education. 1 herefore, when assessing need for
assistance, all students will have their need structured upon the costs 01
attending an WW1 cosh no more than the most ((oly
public ill$tItlitiot!.

Setting limitations on individual stipends, typicalls onehalf of &num-
%Rated need up to a precietermied masinurm (e.g., S1,00041,200 per sear),
enhances Les,. Using the total cos; of attendance in determining need tends
I:, in,e ttCy,11,f11 11 4. il `,tholar ship pi v, Ink h select recipient,
on the basis of academic ahilits e freedom of choice for highabilits
students, shereas, grant-in-aid program, facilitate the equal access option
bet .111NC tiles tend to las, ir the less al fluent. Maw, ,tate have multiple aid
privarn, in recipe meet the dual acLesychoic t* objectives ti fined ahnVe.

..irfIrtkithe's. I 1st' pf Int. 'pal .10pf Hat. ht's support has(' been
identified triim .1 national survey ttt torrent IkNisl.11 ( ) sLt1"11rshiP
programs, s, 21 izrant programs based tin need, C f grant program-, not bawd on
need, I eilthational incentire program, tor the di.,,Rhantaed and (S) maim
him) pr. vain. the tn.; three appear I. I he distinLtk \char ate
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

approaches, a review of the legislation indicates that the difference between
scholarships and grants is at times a matter of semantics. Therefore, the
reader should normally evaluate the substance of the legislation rather than
its title in order to identify its aim. Otherwi.e, though, the programs are all
but self-explanatory.

State summary. As previously noted, an increasing number of states are
developing multiple and complementary aid programs designed to meet
diverse student needs. All in all, 33 states have at least one program involving
one or more of the foregoing appr,laches.

The most commonly employed program by far is the grant program based
upon student need. Twenty-four states have programs of this type. Eighteen
states operate scholarship programs, while eleven states operate both
scholarship programs and need-based grant programs. Slightly less than one in
ter states have grant programs not based on need.

Five states have educational incentive programs for the disadvantaged and,
in general, operate these programs in tandem with either tin scholarship or
need-based grant program. For example, three of the five states operate,
resides the educational incentive programs, both scholarship and need-based
grant programs. Over all, sixteen states have multiple programs of student
financial aid.

Chart B presents a summary of the types of major student aid programs
employed by tt.e states. The loan programs identified in this chart focus on
programs that are state funded and administered. It is not intended as an
exhaustive accounting of all loan programs that may be available.

General comments. In total perspective, the student support approach to
state aid for private sector institutions is far more prevalent than the
institutional support approach, in terms of numbers c states, numbers of
program options, and total levels of funning. For example, only nineteen
states (as noted above) have currently operative institutional support
programs, whereas every one of these states, plus fourteen others, have also
enacted or augmented student support legislation. Total funds available for
institutional support programs (exclusive of specialized service contracts and
facilities assistance programs) are now approaching $76.7 million among nine
states; whereas available student support funds (exclusive of loans, approach
$36-1.3 million among 33 states.4

I he student suppoi t iflife, must, 01 course, he (mantled by the
,,heration that not all such lurid. Mc .1.111.1111C tut the exclusive use ul
private college students; Table XI, Appendix B indicates, according to the
latest available data, that student support funds applicable to the private
sector alone amounted to 537.3 million in 1973-74. Nevertheless, the
remainder is not uriaailahle hi the pf Rate seltrlr since proW .(0. eted ill
Ihi rep. if ire, at the it Il.,1111)1'111. Able 10 1)0111 11111)111. Or I\ 101

111,1111111011,..

4 111C dollar totals art' prosided for ,omparatise purposes orth and should not be
sewed as seritied or audited totals at 1UJII1 41JiLible for .1 gm' en period of time, sas ,
tis1/4 k I. Some indo,idual reports rearised during the listed "funding fesels"
for I biennium, .,thers for a total , And stilt others submitted figures that would
bu,,,mt...0..111,thic for the next fisLal term, whether
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Chart A BEST COPY AVAILABLE

A Summary of Major Programs of Institutional Support

I.

State

California

Contracts

X

Formula
Grants

Facilities
Assistance

X

Other

2. Connecticut X5 X5 X

3. Illinois X X

4. Massachusetts X X

Maryland X

6. Michigan X X X

7. Minnesota X X

K. New jersey X X

9. New Mefto X

10. New York X X

I I. North Carolina X

12. Ohio 1 X

13. Oregon X5 X5

14. Pennsylvania x6 X

15, south Carolina X X

16. I ennessee X

I T. le \as X

1S. Virginia X

19. WisLonsin

(IR CS .1 Sithde th n1erl,IppIng leatwes.

iA, LUrftntI\ ()t1C; .11.0.1%
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CHAPTER IV

Institutional Support Programs

As noted in Chapter III, institutional support programs are dominated by
contracts, facilities assistance programs and formula grants, in that order.
Though numerically the smallest category, formula grants are probably the
most significant in terms of potential for increasing the effectiveness of the
state aid effort on a national scale. On the other hand, they are also the most
politically controversial among states with little or no history of cooperative
relationships between government and private institutions.

I or those reasons, Arming others,' it seems appropriate to maintairi
,rximary focus in this chapter, on formula grants which in one form or

are currently operative in nine states.2 I able I on the next page
indicates the state-hs-state distribution of these programs according to the
subcategories of "capitation grants" (i.e., formulas based on institutional
headcount 4)r 11. enrollment), "degree reimbursement grants," "trailer
grants," and "other.'"

Table III at the end of this chapter provides more complete descriptions of
these programs, including funding formulas, funding levels, and restrictions, if
any. The remaining text of this chapter presents selective highlights of the
formula grant programs, as well As summary descriptions of contracts for
spccialiied services and facilities assistance programs.

Ot the tine .taus that operate capitation grant programs, according to
Iahle the next page, three (Maryland, Minnesota and Oregon) do not
ditterentiate l'Nflween lower and upper division in computing perstudent
grants. I ahle III indiates that the funding Iesel in these states is suhstantialls
Iwa.cr than in the other tv.t) (Illinois and New lerses even considering other
sariahles sut.h as dittetenLes in arrnrunt ut perstudent grants.

11.g., data that are more At.Lessible and more easily redouble to tabular display, as
well as generally more pertinent to institutional support for undergraduate eduction.

2T h: prc.iouy Lhapter identihed only eight states. See Table I and Footnote 9 on the
neat page ,onLerning PernssIvania.

-"See ore,.lous .,r general i.har teristio, hapter I II, p. 27
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corf Avmusu Table I

State Distribution of Formula &ants

A. Capitation Grants Illinois, Maryland,' Minnesota,5
New lersey,6 Oregon I

B. Degree Reimbursement Grants Michigan, New York

C. trailer Grants Connecticut, Minnesota,5
New Jersey,6

D. Other Pennsylvania9

The programs in Maryland, Minnesota and Oregon also illustrate other
refinements which can have a significant impact on funding levels. Under the
Maryland program, the state's sixteen private colleges will initially receive an
award of $138 per undergraduate enrolled; this figure :11 increase to and
stabilize at $243 per student during the next fiscal yea. -

Minnesota's program, although undifferentiated with respect to lower and
upper division, distinguished between institutions which award associate
degrees only and those which award degrees at the baccalaureate leve1.11
Oregon's program is limited to students registered in nonse.,tarian course
work and provides for a uniform per-student award of $250 for every 45
quarter hours (or its equivalent) of course work completed.

Degree reimbursement. Both Michigan and New York operate degree
reimbursement programs. Payment is based on the number of graduates per

4LIfective in the 1974.75 fiscal year

5Although a capitation grant, the legislative title is "Private College Contract Law,"
tncl ha. partial features of A trailer grant (see footnote II ;.

6Inc ludo. two Eu0104111%. each of which is both .1 capitation anl a trailer grant.

IA ..fnitation grant that includes the term "Contract" in the legislative title.

°Primarily a trailer grant, but legislatively designated a contract.

9Sce discussion of general characteristics, Chapter III, p. 27. Included as a formula
grant for narrative expediency only.

I°This figure represents approximately 15% of per-student expenditures in Maryland's
public colleges and universities.

I I Baccalaureate institutions receive $500 for each student enrolled, plus an additional
1500 for each low-income state grant recipient enrolled. Associate degree institutions
ret.ep,c 1400 per student.

2h
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year, with a differential applied for each type of degree conferred. In
Michigan, for example, the state's schedule of payments is $200 per associate
degree, $400 per bachelor's degree, and $400 per master's degree. The state
of Michigan also restricts the maximum allocation that an individual
institution may receive to 15 per cent of its education a.-d general
expenditures. New York State's current schedule is $300 per associate degree,
4800 per bachelor's degree, So00 per master's degree, and $.300 per
doctorate.

Trailer grunts. Connecticut's formula program is based on a contractual
agreement between the private institution and the state to provide additional
space for full-time and part-time undergraduage residents. Each participating
private college must , ee that 80 per cent of the funds received under this
program will be expo AA for student financial assistance. The remaining 20
per cent may go into the college's or university's general fund with no
restrictions placed upon its use. The average grant per student, however, may
not exceed an amount equal to one-half of the difference between the average
cost to the state for educating full-time undergraduate students in public
institutions (inclusive of tuition charges levied by the public institutions) and
average tuition charges in private institutions. Programs of this type am most
appropriately classified as trailer grants because a certain percentage of the
grant may be used by the institution without restriction. For example, in the
preceding illustration, 80 per cent of the total grant awarded to the private
colleges and universities must be expended for student aid, while the
remaining 20 per cent of the funds may be considered a "trailer grant" which
the private institutions may use for whatever purpose they deem necessary or
appropriate.

Previously New jersey's comprehensive Independent Colleges cincl Univer-
sities Utili/ation Act was characterized as a capitation grant, Atli( ugh one
provision of that act (contracts to make educational services available to New
jersey students) could conceivably be considered a trailer grant. The form
emplosed in the computation of this two fold grant program specifies Croat 50
per cent and 7i per cent of the funds provided respectively must he r-cpended
to lower the ettectise cost of education to New Jersey students. The
remainder of the grant, it) per cent and 25 per cent respective!y, may he used
ns the private institutions without restriction.

Other. The State of Pennsylvania has traditionally provided direct financial
assistance to twelve of its independent institutions which have been referred
to either as state-related or state-aided private institutions of higher learning.
In the stateaided institutions, the financial assistance is focused on programs
which will benefit the state. Aid to the state-related institutions is directed
toward meeting i tstitutional costs with the objective of preventing tuition
incr;ases or, at least, of keeping such increases to a minimum.

Contractual Programs for Specialized Services

The developing contraCual relations programs involving states and private
institutions are as diverse as are the needs and strengths of the private
institutions, the needs of the states to purchase the services of those
institutions, and the c.mstraints and opportunities provided by state

2'
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11constitutions. The motivation for these programs includes state nee for
specialized and/or high-cost programs or services available at the p 'vale
institutions and not available at public institutions within the state. Through
development of contractual relations programs with private institutions, the
state achieves a measure of economy through acquiring needed services
without insestment in facilities and equipment.

Eleven states have developed specialized service contracts with private
institutions of higher education. The states and the major services or
programs contracted for arc lisle.; in Table IV at the end of this chapter.

It is evident from the listings in Table IV that the majority of contract
programs between the states and private institutions fall into the areas of
medicine, dentistry and allied health fields. Programs such as those in
California and Tenneisce have as a goal the increasing of in-state enrollment,
recognizing that existing private institutional facilities and staff would be
expensive to duplicate in a public institution. A similar rationale can be cited
in the other states,

The Ohio contract for specialized services has a dual method of meeting
state needs fur programs not available at public institutions. Effective July 1,
1974, the Ohio Board of Regents, on behalf of the Slate, was authorized 11
disburse funds to stale-assisted institutions of higher education to purchase
programs or services from private institutions; or the Board of Regents itself
may contract for such services. The Board of Regents of Ohio, on behalf of
the state, also administers a program of finacial assistance in support of the
medical and dental instructional programs at Case Western Reserve University
in which the state subsidy per lull-time student may not exceed the state
support of similar students at state-assisted institutions of higher education.

In Addition to these specifk in -slate contractual relationships the
development of regional conairtia serves as a vehicle for expanded purchase
of private institutional services by state agencies as typified by the New
Mexico citation in Table IV.

Facilities Assistance

State assistance in providing mechanisms for private institutions to borrow
funds for facilities construction is a form of state aid in eleven states. This
mech..nism is provided through a facilities bonding authority which enables
private institutions to hollow funds on the basis of tax-free bonds for
construction. The eleven states which have such programs are listed below.

tit

tit !...t,Hi,k

Table II

States with facilities Assistance Programs
for Prisate Colleges and Unisersities
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While the hulk of the programs are designed to provide a means of con-
%trusting JLAIVIllic facilities at private, or public and private, institutions in
the eleven states, Minnesota and New York, among others, also provide for
Ow ,o in 'modeling of existing facilities through the bonding
althorns.

In addition to the above eleven states which have legislated regular
mechanisms to assist private institutions in facilities consruction, the State of
Maryland has at times over the years passed special legislation to enable the
provision of state grants to specif4 private institutions for facilities
construction.

Alabama, although not considered in this chapter, has also provided
appropriations for the maintenance and suppers of Marian Institute, Tuskegee
Institute, and Walker Junior College for 1972-74. The Alabama Constitution
prohibits aid to institutions not under absolute state control, except by a vote
of two thirds of all members elected to each house of the state levislaturc
Therefore, the appropriations to the three institutions receiving aid are not
considered an ongoing commitment. These funds can be used for facilities
construction or renovation.
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States with Contracts for Specialised Serkes

State Service or Purpose

I. California

2. Massachuseth

3. Michigan

4. New Mexico

5. North Carolina

b. Ohio

7. Pennss Ivania

ti,. South Carolina

efillcsCe

Contracts to increase medical school
enrollment.

Contracts between NBIll. and tufts for
physical and occupational therapy
students.

Contracts for dental and law school
services.

Contracts with outof state dental schools.

Contracts rejarding administration of
stale scholarships.

Contracts with private institutions to
provide programs not available al
public institutions.

Contracts (not operating).

Contracts for private institutions to
provide in-sers ice programs tor

teachers.

Contracts with private medical schools to
increase in- stale enrollment.

Contracts with Baylor Medical and Dental
Schools and I ex.'s College of Osteo
path,c Medicine.

I I lAi.consin Com 101 tiC(11.1i et.11.11..111011.
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CHAPTER V

Student Support Programs

In Chapter III, the general characteristics of state programs' for student
support were described. Chart B at the end of that chapter summarized the
distribution of program options2 among thirtythree states with currently
operative programs. The present chapter expands upon the foregoing review
in several dimensions.

First of all, the status of student support legislation, if any, is briefly
examined for the remaining seventeen states without currently operative
programs, The primary focus, however, is upon salient patterns of current
programs that reveal legislative intent concerning student support in the
private sector. Table VII at the end of the chapter presents in tabular array
the more significant features of each program option among all 33 states with
current programs, Finally, Appendix B presents selected highlights of current
grant and scholarship program options.

States Without Currently Operative Programs

Of the seventeen states without operative programs, two3 have enacted
student support legislation, and three4 have introduced such legislation. The
remaining twelve states5 do not have, nor do they anticipate the introduction
of, such legislation.

In Nebraska, a grants program for equalizing tuition was enacted in 1972,
but ssas subsequentl challenged and ruled unt_onstitutionAl in a lower
Limit. 6

1In this chapter, .1 -state progr:m" means the sum of All legislation enacted and
Administitred by An individual state for student support,

2"Program Options" refer to the type of support available singly or in various
combinations (i.e., scholarships, grants and loans) within an individual state program.

3Nebraska and Oklahoma.

°Delaware, Mississippi and Idaho.

5Alabama, Arkansas, rolorado, Hawaii, Louisiana, Montana, New Hamp-
shire, New Metit.o, Nevada, Utah And Wyoming.

bThe adverse decision on Nebraska's program has since been upheld by the SctJt
Supreme Court.

3,1



The Oklahoma program was enacted in 1971 but only funded this year. /
Delaware's proposed legislation, if passed, will create a competitive
scholarship program directed toward the private sector. Scholarships not
exceeding $800 per student per year will be awarded on the basis of academic
ability and financial need. Additionally, students must be enrolled in
programs or courses of study for which there is a reasonable expectation of
job entry once the program is completed.

In Mississippi, the proposed legislation would create a tuition assistance
program directed toward students attending independent colleges and
universities, as well as those attending private and parochial elementary and
secondary schools. The tuition assistance award would be noncompetitive,
and the amount of the award would be determined by subtracting $800 from
the "average pupil appropriation" for the public senior colleges and
universities, while $400 would be substracted from the "average pupil
appropriation" for junior colleges.

Senate Bill 1412 in Idaho, if passed, will create a scholarship program with
awards based on academic ability.

Patterns jf Student Support

As noted in Chapter III, the underlying rationale of student support
programs k increased access and freedom of choice with respect to higher
education as such, and not necessarily with respect to private institutions as
such. Yet there me patterns involving each alternative which suggest ( I) that
the programmatic approaches to increased access while tending to favor
public institutions, Li() not rule out private institutions, and (2) conversely for
freedom of ilrice (i.e. more favorable to private institutions).

In other words, if one closely examines the programmatic features of
current legislation, certain characteristic patterns emerge suggestive of a
legislative intent to be as responsive as possible to private sector needs for
increased enrollments, while attending to the primary needs of students for
increased access or freedom of choice. Evident' of this intent, generally
per soasive and urruetimes conclusive, appears in such factors as descriptive
le4islat.e titles8 Ind par ticulark in the kinds of options constituting a single
state program, together .s ith their accr,rupan ing legislatke constraints (c)2,.,

/Oklahoma's program, entitled Higher IJurution riiition Aid 4( t, is a needbased
4ran t program with S500 stipends for full-time students. It appears that both private and
public institutions are eligible under the act. The 1974 legislatu7: authorised funding in
the amount of 100,000. This information was received too late for inclusion in tabular
slilt1 mar ICS.

ra,mts for "rumor)" or "1 uition 1 qualiration" are common aspects ut recent
legislative titles: and in two instances there is legislation which provides "grants and
scholarships to students attending private colleges," and "contracts to allow private
in,,titotions to administer state appropriated scholarsHos to needy ... students."
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eligibility criteria and maximum stipends). The following paragraphs select a
few key patterns to illustr.ite the point.

Program options. The most basic distinction among individual state
programs is the "multiple" vs "single" option pattern. Seventeen out of 33
states operate programs with two or more options, and the remaining sixteen
have only one option. Table V below presents the type and frequency of the
options for each pattern.

Table V

The Pattern of Program Options for 33 State Programs

No. of States

A. Multiple Opt ion State, 17

a. Grants and Scholar 9

h. :Irani% and Loans .4

L. Grants, Scholarship, and Loan, 4

B. Single Option Scat..., I()

a. Grant, 11

b. Scholarships
c. Loans

Among all states, grants arc the most common option (28 states),
scholarships the next (18 states) and loans the least common (3 states). With
respect to the first two types, grants arc normally needbased, and
scholarships frequently so, whereas they differ otherwise only in that the
latter are academically competitive.9 Considered in themselves, student
eligibility criteria for these awards suggest that legislative intent is primarily
concerned with equality of access, and is thus not particularly concerned with

C 11 li) private WL101 education as such. But when quclent eligibility for
grants and scholarships i, considered together with institutional eligibility lor
in option, t moue balanced intent emerge,: nine nut it; seventeen multiple-
opium states provide at least one program option for attendance Al private
institutions onIL. %lore signitiLanth, perhaps, the same holds true for five ut
the si's teen siii4le-option states, in other wnrds, the (Mi., little- minkler

1;1.111 tli /11 in each of these the Ntates is 14)1 ,It

9 reviously noted. the legislative distinction between . grant and a scholarship can
Nunietimes be A matter of semantics. f-or consistency, therefore, this report always
classifies an academically noncompetitive award as a "grant" even thought it may be
designated a "scholarship," and Lonversels, An AL adcrnecAll competitive award is always
classified as j "scholarship."

4I
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Perhaps lust as significant as a negative revelation of legislative intent is the
comparative infrequency of loans as a program option among all states. Only
eight out of seventeenoultipleoption states provide for loans at all, and not
one singleoption state apparently considers loans an acceptable approach to
equalising access, much less to stimulating private college enrollments. The
most likely reason to assign to this state of affairs is that, with respect to
equality of access, loans arc a positive hindrance for lowincome students, and
with respect to private higher education, loans do nut really help to equalise
costs for any student.

Maximum stipends. When the pattern of maximum stipends for grants and
scholarships is considered, the evidence of legislative intent in favor of the
plicate actor is even rusue ciimpelling. 10 particular, maximum stipends Ion`
these v0041.01 options arming the salious states tend to favor students who
choose to attend high-cost (typically private) institutit)ns, as Cable VI reveals:

Table VI

N14,4 ittill111 Stipends Among Program Options

Range of Niaiintim

4I 21H I )111)

h(N)

too ..01)

No. of Options
in This Range

III

Among all states (both singleoption and multiple-option), there arc as
many program options with maximum limits in excess of S/000. as there are
at or below $1000. In this respect, it is useful to recall that high maximum
promote "freedom of choice" between public and private institutions, as
noted in the Kentucky report on model legislation:

I . 'node' 01 this suture ( ../nuts) the amount 01 awrcl to U corn not
t ti.i !tow. S1000 or morel `), iditiors (%/ri, /Icier

1, Je,sr), or the urnount nt retnaminti need . .

In s,vrt, in the basis of the Kentucky thesis, plus the evidence of Table
VI, it ma. be concluded with sonic clinfidence that legislative intent is 54 didhi
behind beedfliei of choice" with its somewhat preferential treatment of
private )(Is.

(11 rno11481, siippl lid
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Summary comments. in terms of basic policy objectives, student support
legislation focuses primarily on student needs concerning equality of access
and Ireedum of choice. I rum this basic perspective, one must conclude that
legislative intent is necessarily impartial with respect to the interests of either
puhhc or private institutions. But when specific programmatic features ore
examined, the cumulative impact of the evidence is that existing legislation is
everywhere concerned to restore some competitive balance to private institu-
tions in enrolling students. I he ost impiwtant evidentiary patterns are
these:

1. Program options involving grants and scholarships, though presumably
concerned with equality of access to higher education per se,
frequently encourage attendance at private institutions. Fourteen out
of 3:s states provide such an option, and in five states it is the only
rilitits available.

2. ',..oan program options, which are an access barrier for lowincome
students and do not equaliie costs for private college students, are the
must infrequent option among all states, and do not exist at all in
sixteen single-option states.

3. Program options with high maximum limits for individual awards tend
pro111)te of choice" IN, What amounts to the same thing,

to provide 'cal, lather than apparent, alternatives lot students inclined
tiisvmd attending private colleges. Among all program options available
in II current state programs, lime are as many maximum stipends
;among Nom S 12(N) to S2S00 .15 from SIO0 to SI(XX).

This evidence suggests, in turn, that the future potential of student
support programs in strengthening the state aid movement involve., an
emphasis on multiple program options featuring grants and scholarships, with
some options reserved for private institutions only. Similarly, these options
should set maximum stipends to ensure adequate support for "freedom of
choice" and not simply for "equality of access." Far those interested in the
more descriptive details of grant and scholarhsip options at present available,
both Table VII on the following pages, and Appendix B at the end of the
report provide additional information.
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CHAPTER VI

Impact of Student Support on
Private Colleges and Universities

In attempting to assess the impact of student stipport upon Wye.. collet .%
And universities end upon student decisions to attend private institution, two
strategies were planned initially. First, a survey of individual state studies
concerning the impaa of their cr;ri state programs was initiated. This survey
was expected to provide invaluable insights into the degree of efficiency with
which current programs were accomplishing the intent of state legislation.
Second, a plan was designed to survey a representative number of states with
operative student support programs involving private institutiors. Its aim was
to determine whether there was any relationship between the implementai:nn
of the state aid program and student enrollment patterns in the private
institutions in the selected dates. After several attempts to develop a model
for this second study, it Plcame evident that; within the time and budgetary
constrainst of the ow a'l study, a definitive survey of impact could not be
undertaken. However -uch a study thould have priority in the years Ow? J.

The remai der iris chapter sets forth a review of selected recent state
And association studies of student support programs fnr private higher
education.

Alaska. The state of Alaska provides a Student Loan Program available to
students attending both public and privar institutions and a Tuition Grant
Program for students Attending private institutions. The loan program may he
used at both in-state and out-of-state instiNtions, but the Tuition Grant
Program can be used only at in-state prival-: institutions. For purposes of this
study, we will review the Tuition Grant Program on!v.

The tuition grant award is made to a student enrolled at a private
institution in an amount up to the difference between (1) the cost of
operation per full-time student per academic year at a public institution, and
(2) the tuition paid by the student attending the public institution. The
computation of cost per institution is done on a loc.-etion-by-location basis in
order to achieve parity between the public institution and the private
institution in the same community or city. In no case may the award exceed
$1,400.

In August 1973, an Annual Report for 1972.73 prepared for th;. Student
Loan and Tuition Grant Selection Committee provided the following
information on the Tuition Grant Program:

1. A total of 738 full-time and part-time students received a total of
$754,353 in grants in 1972-73. Of these ti,tals, 603 of the students

4%

49



wet.. !Wim' enrollees receiving $703,625 for an average award of
$1,167.

2 The relationship of the amount o. the award to the dilfc ence between
the cost of operAion per student public institutiv,' and tuition
charges at those institutions has a negative impact upon the feasibility
of this program for part-time students.

3. Approximately 54 per cent of the tuition grant recipients indicated
that the grant covered 40 per cent or less of their .1(.10.11 total
educational costs for the year.

4. As an index of the influence the tuition grant had upon choke of a
college, 59 per cent of the award recipients indicated that the grant had
.t significant influence on their choice.

Kunws. In the spring of 1972, the State of Kansas enacted and funded a
program of tuition grants for eligible full-time instate students attending an
..credited independent institution of higher education in Kansas. The
amount of the tuition grant is based on need and may not exceed the lesser of
31,000 s the total tuition and required fees of the student for two semesters.

The 'egislature funded the initial year of the program in the amount of
S 1,000,0,00.

On December 1, 1972, a report of the first year experience with the
implementation of tht program was pr.:vented to the governor and members
of the Kansas legislature. The report aimed at: "(1) explaining natio,.;!
developments in state financial assistance programs; (2) providing insights
into program implementation; (3) evaluating several effects of the program
including the effect on independent college enro::,.-7^nt and statewide co!legc
enrollment; (4) placing the program in the context new federal directives;
and (5) answering questions which relate to policy on state organisation and
program funding."

For purposes of evaluation of the program's impact, only selected aspect.,
of the stuci, are presented bellow,

I. A total of I. Iii ; students applied fur grants; 2,670 of them were judged
to meet need criteria. the total amount of tuition grant funds needed
was S2,477,951, Sin. only S 9(X),000 was allocated fur the sear,
only 1,00h students re, rived first term grants and i6 more students
reser sec! grants for later terms.

1. The impact of thi, funding and the over-all program availability is
described by students as 6iilows
a. Approsimate!s 250 non recipient students attended a private college

because .0 the esisteme of the prr,gr
h. Apprimmatels- 275 of the student. attending a private college

beLausc lit the tuition grant prilgran! ',intild have attended a Kansas
public Lidloge.

1. Approsimatels 275 of the students attending a private LI )111.14C

of the tuiti ri grant program nild not have gone to Lulicgc
in Kansas.

1 he PC, ieriLl. of tfle l C,If is t", iden1IN to, ) limited in support a matnr
assessment ill the impaLt it the prugrani nn enr4dIment and institutional
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finance. -the limited funding also hindered an adequate assessment t.of impact,
since 2,670 students were 'milted to r-,-et need criteria ant) only slightly ewer
101$) received aid. Hawed upon the ore year of experience, and even with the
limited hailing, several observatitms were made in the report: (I) The
avallahiIiI of the billion grant program did affect the detisionstif individuals
in terms d OliCge choice; (2) The impact of the program on student '::hoice
did show the illative decline in private college enrollment: (3) .the grant
proigiam explained v I)/ the 1972 enrollment differences among ctilieges;
(1) 1 he pr.ogi am established d otential for private college vivolIntent growth
through the attraction of freshmen.

Sesei Al tither conclusions diawii as a result of the shAly were: (I) .he
mailuitv 1)1 applicants lot titian gcmil aid had deliived need; (2) The
principal factor co ontrifstiting to the sot Le., I )I the pi ow Jill during the first
veal' 'A as the elliort provided Its the independent colleges; (3) The tuition
graret priogr ion was bights lilt Al ,end regiornal in its effect oi; the individual
.alleges And ten tht state As A %hide; and !4) 1 he Program has MLR ased the
freedom of choice III tern). Id college attendance lire needs P Atha% students.

()fete'', In 14)7I Cle oregilai Ic-gislature appi printed hinds to he granted
to ()legion's priv.ste colleges and tinisersities for the purist's-L. Of reimbursing
the institutions 101 ethiLAti4111.11 %et piosided to Oregon I eitit'llt s. The
legislation .nithiuiuing this twirling I( lriter 69 ()few'' I ems of 11171, is
istuioin as the l'eitgliase I,l I Jul filimed Soviet.% hem, Independent Co/ lee/es
1'171'1 and is pi imarils a contract program. Ihe State Scholarship

ni.e. enter into comtracts with private and independent institti
non. ,II hostile, edlicatioon in Oregon lor the pulp's.. of providing 1)4 )1i

M'I.t.li IIn C(1111..1114111.11 IL tN 0.4 )1 resident ()region students.

P.1% Wili% to the pi ',sate and independent institutions of higher (1111(.014in
tinder the IA intr.ftt. must he deteiniined s the Commission and must not
,...:sLeed for est.'s ti ,aliartet houis or the equivalent of approved or
iegisteied co MI se %tit lt.V11110Cil t tilidergradome .ttitkots. Thu funding
amount cannot exceed the actual institutional cost of providing service, II
.114*(111.41v hinds me not 111'i% RICCI to null $2`ill per 4i quarter honii units, the
.u1 11ltln1 110 .1'1 (VIM ICI hum unit. 111,15 he ieduced to meet (1)1111,40
I clitlif011efill

1.1 Itint' 19; 4, .4 hp. al I %+A% 1101 .11ItillpICti to set the impact
of the Nite a-ast.in,e program on the plis,ite And independent instinition,.I

1"..01.11% ,)bIt't.ir.t's III the In% eNtIgalltill III (leVCIIIP feW.Illh
IIh1Ut'I 1, I Ileleilillil111g the 111111AL I id 1,101crnmunt,11 aid oil the "linancial
Ile 11111 .. pp'. lit I- h, tilt . II; I I ) I I, .8 1111,11

;Mr f l u )4. i 1 . 4 . 1 1 I i ! I % I 11111.41 114 4,:j 1414 II11 OW

r 1111 1!11, I (ilk I, (; trt.11:111t,m,

I X
i.. '1.111 1.1 1111 011.111.1.h et lit

,t I4l'I I11 Li; 1.11 I his Ind.' 5,4 yeti hull) .4 .ernes 14

ilt' t trom /// (a% Reports t 1 111(1) NI11 400 -I).
the /II 1/1 .%*11' At 4;11 utl h; ,.t L. qt.t,till sAllie. In retognition

ee, / \ '1' .1 I )', 1'
; I 5.411m, I If, 4.", A11, 4tI li i ( 1(14t)111-411111{ (
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of the relative importance of each variable to the fiscal health of the
institution.

In order to measure the impact of the Purchase of Educational Services
program, an index of the over-all financial health of the aggregate fourteen
private institutions was computed for the three years preceding the funding
01 the purchase program. The mean index for each of the three years
(1968.69 to 1970-71) showed a progressive decline in financial health. In
1971.72, ..he first year of the purchase program, the index reflected a slight
reversal in this trend. It is significant that this reversal took place even though
the state assistance amounted to less than 5 per cent of the revenue Al all
institutions and, in fact, was Tess than 3 per cent at the majority of
institutions. Therefore, with ar 1 investment of only $1,000,000 of state
Assistance in 1971.72, the reversal in trend reflects an impact on private
college: financial health consistent with the objectives of the legislation
creating the Purchase of Educational Services from Independent Colleges
progr{ni.

In addition to the quantifiable impact measure provided by the index, a

subjective assessment was made through interviews with the independent
college presidents. The majority of the presidents were highly supportive of
the program and its intent and saw the funding derived from the program was
important to the fiscal viability of their institutions. Eight of the fourteen
presidents felt that there was a critical percentage range above which the state
.11Alsldrite as .1 percentage of total educational and general revenues would
have a significant influence. Although that percentage range was not
specified, the study did show that the state contract payment made the
difference between an operating deficit and an operating balance for a
number of the institutions for the year under study. Ten of the fourteen
institutions had anticipated how much funding they would probably receive
during the first year of the program and had developed plans accordingly.

Nation.I Association of State Scholarship Programs: Fifth Annual Survey

In Octohcr 1973, the fifth annual report on comprehensive matt:
scholarship and grant programs was published by the National Association of
State Scholarship Programs. This Report covered the 1973.74 academic year
and included 28 states; it reported on 49 programs in existence in the
stases ed states.

Of the 49 programs identified in the NM!? report, 45 or 92 per cent were
limited to undergraduate students. Table V!112 sets torn relevant data on the
IN, pt 111.11111ton) at so. lush hinds 10)M thew stale progimas ma} he used.
I t rs e, ident that the ntal'urts of the irugrams are availahle at huth public

prisate Moos ut higher cducatif in. [hew data would tend to
support the current state e.-nphasis on increasing student access to post-
sec. indars education. Since eleven of the programs were designated for

IIise ph Hos d, `alto 'J; for r.' on or' State Ath,r)lurshir Nrwram%.. / Ilth AnrruJl
v Drerf 'cid, III., Illinois State Si.holarthip Commission, (htober 197
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students attending private institutions only, it is important to know how
much of the funding in programs identified as available for use at both public
and private institutions was awarded to students attending private institu-
tions.

In this analysis, data lor 1972.73 were used to determine computations in
1 .11)1e. I X. the figures in this table do not include programs for private college
students onls , nor several state programs in which data were not available to

Table VIII

Awards Usable at Public/Private
Institutions or Both, 1973.74

N Per cent

Public only I 2.0

Private (ink 1 i 32.4

Both 37 75.5

lotal 99.9

the NASS1' studs team. 1 he data gisen hn students attending private institu-
tions hale bcen computed hom percentages provided in the NASSP report
and should be siessed as e,timates.

I able \ sets lurch data tr NASSP report on the magnitude 01 state
pitigiams established tot pt isate college students only

Tahle IX

Number and Dollar Amount of Awards to Private College
Students from Comprehensive NeedBased State Financial Aid Programs

For issenty -One States with Programs for State Residents to Attend
either Public or Non-Public Colleges and Universities 1972.73

Awards to Students Private College

foul Attending Private Students as

Program Institutions Per cent Tow!

\LitIlt,ct ()t tr ds, td1),9:11

. \%s 41)7,1 /I)

141,S1'),7

St)2t).(A)

1)el:.cd 'Him I oth nnu,t1 \ \SSP RA:pint

5t)
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE Table X

Data Regarding State Aid Programs Specifically
For Students Attending Private Institutions of Higher Education

For Years 1971-72,197243, and 1973.74

Number of Programs

1971-72

7

1972.73

10

1973.74*

11

Total Dollars $17,699,869 $23,423,107 $37,333,000

Number of Awards 29,273 36,502 52,925

Average Award** 5 603 $ 642 S 705

Highest Program Averag" 5 1,020 5 1,163 S 1,250

Lowest Program Average S 398 $ 446 5 211

Mean of Program

Averages*** $ 644 $ 746 $ 816

Lvtimated
Average of Iola: Dollars Divided hv Number of Awards

\lean of Program Average Awards

This table shows a steady growth in the number of programs, dollars paid
out to students, and number of awards made. Of particular interest in these
programs, which by and large are aimed at tuition equalization, has been the
growth in the mean of program average awards. With the exception of one
program (the $21 1 low average), funds from which can be used together with
those from a companion comprehensive state scholarship program, the
1973.74 mean program average shows a growth of nearly $100 over the
1972-73 figure.

Another significant finding of the NASSP study is that, of the 49 programs
identified in the 28 states, or,ly 9 contain provisions for the student recipient
to enroll at an out-of-state institution. This finding bears upon student
freedom of choice (discussed elsewhere in this report), a consideration
important to both the student and the state.

The NASSP study also highlights another critical factor which must be
addressed in the years ahead. As increased numbers of students embark upon
college study on a part-time basis, most current state aid programs will not
meet their financial need since only 8 of the 49 programs consider part-time
student will be necessary. One of the problems which has not been dealt with
adequately in developing aid for part-time students is a strategy for defining
their financial need.

In attempting to determine the educational costs which the 49 programs
used to establish need, the NASSP study asked the following question: Are
awards in this program limited to tuition and fees? The responses were: yes,
for 24 programs; no for 22 programs; and tuition only, for 3 programs. The
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22 programs which were not limited to tuition and fees provided for the
following costs in their coverage:

Costs Covered Number of Programs

Room and Board 16

Books 13

Supplies 7

Personal Expenses 6

Transportation 5

Other Miscellaneous Costs 4

Any Educational Expense 2

All Costs 2

Supportive Sery ites 1

Since the costs of a college education far exceed basic tuition and fees, the
inclusion of such items as room and board, books, supplies, transportation
and personal expenses in determining need provides a more comprehensive
and valid measure of student expenses.
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APPENDIX A

Summary Reports on Constitutional Law

The following state reports supplement the general commentary on
constitutional aspects contained in Chapter II. We repeat, however, a previous
caveat :concerning these reports, i.e., that they arc ". .. quite summary in
nature and, without additional background, arc too brief to provide technical
assistance for regal experts who may be called upon to prepare new forms of
state Aid legislation, to improve upon existing forms, or to defend c:Ther of
thew before legislative bodies or the Colitis,"

ALABAMA

Although Alabama has numerous constitutional provivions placing restric-
tions of some variety on aid to private colleges And universities, their effect is
very u certain becauw of the almost nonexistent litigation in this field.
Actual aid to such private institutions has been extremely limited. Article 14,
section 263 forbids the use of public school money for support of sectarian
schools, and Article 4, section 73 requires a two-thirds vote by the legislaturr
before appropriating funds to any educational institution not under the
absolute control of the State.

A proposed tuition grant plan is the only form of aid that has been tested,
.Ind the Alabama Supreme Court in el 1973 advisory opinion held it
unconstitutional under Article 14, section 263, as to students attending
sectarian colleges and universities. The Court did no; discuss the source of the
money for the program and thus ignored any significance attached to the fact
that section 26 I relates t)nly to "money raised for the support of the pi.blic
schools." Based on the reasoning in this advisory opinion, it appears likely
that the Alabama provisions will be interpreted with standards simila to the

irst Amendment.

ALASKA

The cl)nstitutinn of Alaska contains, in addition to its establishment and
free exercise provisions a provision prohibiting the pas mem of public funds
"for the direct benefit of mu, religious or other private educational
institution- (Art. VII, ti I I and .1 provision requiring a public purpose for ans
taxation. appropriation, or use of public properts or credit (Art, IX, § (1).
ti,Iv.eser, the ( .111\101,001n sk'cni, to ilt-scnt 11$1 li) prisate
education in the State. I irst, there is the distinction drawn in Article VII,
Section 1 between "direct" and "indirect- benefits to religious and private
educational institutions. Onh, direct benctits are hrhtdden Vhile the Fate
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Supreme Court in Atutthews v. Quinton overturned a school bus transporta-
tion program, it did so because the program represented a "direct" benefit.
The "child benefit" theory was not altogether rejected; it was merely found
not applicable to that caw, So there seems to be room for programs of aid to
students rather than to schools, if these programs can be structured so as not
to appear to provide direct aid to private or religious schools. Under this
approach, the scholarship loan and tuition grant programs stand a good
chance of being upheld. The 1972 bus transportation program, however,
would seem to he valid only if the Mutthewl decision is rethought.

The second avenue to aiding private schools is that of "public purpose
under Article IX, Section 6, The courts have shown considerable Jeference to
legislative findings of public purpose for their expenditures. When a public
purpose is served by a program which avoids the appearance of direct aid, the
program would seem well on its way to judicial validation. The legislature
should be aware, however, of the pitfalls of excessive public involvement in
sectarian education under the First Amendment to the United States
Guist:lotion, or its Alaska equivalent (Art. I, § 4).

ARIZONA

there arc no reported Arliona cases ruling on the constitutionality of
programs of public or state art! nonpuh!ic or sectarian educational
institutions. Ari/ina currently has no program of aid to private education,
The Ariiima Constitution lays down seemingly strict prohibitions on state aid
to religious arid educational institutions. Article 2, section 12 prohibits
appropriations for the support of any religious establishment. Article 9,
section It) provides that "Into tax shall he laid or appropriation of public
money made in aid of arts church, (pi private or sectarian school, or any

service corpiratilin." -The leading Ariiona Supreme Court caw
applying these sections is Com/nun/iv Counrri /ordarr (PM), which
upheld the ciinstitutionalitv- of a ointractual arrangement whereby the state
agreed to put up -10 of the money spent h the nonprofit Conunimitv
Council for relief expenditures made by a religious organisation (the
Salsation Arms) during vnwrgeno, situations, The court accepted the -child
benefit throes and refused to adopt the strict slew that no public funds mas
he channeled to religious organisations tor anv purpose whatsoeve without
l MD AVVIling OW Li uhtitut Imul prohibitions. The Arliona Attotnev (pelletal
has relied ommtirrat (min( rt ill filling ;hat proposed 11..gislat It )11 rit
tor educatii trial grams to the parents id children enrolled in nnnytthht

it14.1.1thth; pattLhtal st.hofik. %.1, pcmt..thlt. n\
(We igraM of ;lid AV+ tht' pinhlh11J ill 10 d++natlorls, grants, .int1

folding k,,nt.uncti m Arndt. I) m.Lti.tri 7 but Arli.ln.t 11.1%t'

; (Iwo, to t!l'a a.l t!I

ARKANSAS

i 11;1 haN hCCI1 1111 lit li;at 111 Arkansas rciating statc aid t.) plo,att.
L111t.gcs, ,,thct than intetort.tati.m...t the pr 04. )11 4t.Int irN 1.4 curtIrl
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and the Attorney General has not recently issued any opinions on this
subject. The Constitution does not have a provision expressly forbidding
appropriations for religious or sectarian purposes. The basic freedom of
religion guarantee in Article 2, section 24 forbids only the giving of
preference to any religious denomination and should be as flexible, or more
so, than the First Amendment. There arc restrictions on the use of the public
school fund, but these should be inapplicable to appropriations from the
State's general funds. Finally, the prohibition in Article 16, section 1 against
the lending of State credit should be only a minor obstacle, since it has been
interpreted not to apply to the incurring of indebtedness, which is payable
entirely out of income from the activity for which the money was borrowed.

CALIFORNIA

The Constitution of California contains several specific provisions which
pose difficulties for programs of state aid to private higher education. Article
IX, section 8 provides that no public money shall be appropriated for the
support of any sectarian or denominational school or any school not under
the exclusive control of the officers of the public schools. Article XIII,
section 21 provides that no money shall be appropriated for the purpose or
benefit of any institution not under the exclusive management and control of
the state as a state institution. Section 24 of Article XIII prohibits
appropriations to or in aid of any religious sect or sectarian purpose or to
help support any college or university controlled by a religious denomination.
Section 25 of Article XIII prohibits the gift of public funds to private
institutions, but the California Attorney General has concluded that the
California courts would find an exceptien to this prohibition because of the
"public purpose" of expenditures for education. California court. have
accepted the "child benefit theory" and held school busing of parochial
school children arid a released time program to be constitutional. The
constitutional prohibitions pose substantial barriers to programs of direct aid
to both sectarian and nonsectarian institutions although their precise limits in
the field of education have not been established in judicial opinions. The
issuance of tax-exempt bonds for construction of facilities by the Educational
Facilities .authority appears to be constitutional.

The constitutional prohibitions do not by their terms extend to
individuals. California's programs for loans, scholarships, fellowships, and
opportunity grants appear permissible alihough there are no reported cases
considering the Li mstitutii inalits- of these programs.

COLORADO

Color.ido pros ides neither direct state aid to private higher education
institutions nor direct state financial assistance to studeo:. attending such
pris-ate institutions. The lack of Lase lass and aid programs can he explained in
large part hs the sir` strict prohibitions in the Colorado Constitution.
Section it Article V prohibits appropriations for educational and other
porpoNi's -to ins person, corporal in or community not under the absolute
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control of the state, nor to any denominational or sectarian institution or
association." Article IX, section 7 prohibits payment from public funds "in
aid of any church or sectarian society, or for any sectarian purpose, or to help
support or sustain any school academy, seminary, 'Age, university or other
literary or scientific institution, controlled by any church or sectarian
denomination ..." Article V, section 34 has been used to strike down
programs I if public assistance to the private sector, but the Colorado
Legislative Council has taken the position that there appears to be no
prohibition against contracting for services with private colleges. There have
been no aid programs challenged under Article IX, section 7. Section 2a of
Article XI specifically permits a student loan program, but it is an open
question whether repayment in forms other than money would be per.
missible.

Although the precise scope of the Colorado prohibitions has nut been
established in judicial opinions, it appears that virtually any aid program
could be subject to constitutional attack.

CONNECTICUT

Connecticut's Constitution offers considerable room for state aid to
private and sectarian education, particularly at the college level. "she principal
restriction in the State Constitution is on the use of the school fund. If
separate appropriations arc made for programs of state aid, the programs will
have to meet primarily the tests of the First Amendment. The courts have
generally accepted the public purpose findings of the legislature, and the child
benefit theory. The only objection to a program of schoolbus transportation
for nonpublic school students was its illegal use of the public school food.

Altlir rule) the purchase of " SIAM I.11 educational services" by the state trim
parochial schools was rejected by a Federal District Court in Johnson v.
Sunders (1970), those parochial school% have been held to have different
mission than most churchrelated colleges. The secular educational mission of
such colleges makes them a more acceptable object for the State's assistance.
Because of this distinction, facilities assistance was upheld in Tilicn v.

Richardson by the United States Supreme Court in 1971.
If program% of state aid to private institution% of higher education avoid

excessive stale entanglement with the religious aspects of the institutions and
make provision to avoid funding of sectarian activities, they should stand a
good chance of being held constitutionally valid.

DELAWARE

I)rlrssarr Adoplcii pohi N. of f 0101\ freedom Cal h, in the colonial
period, and ha% developed a strict separation of church and state. The
Constitution in Article X. section 3 prohibits any (und appropriated in raised
for educational purposes from being appropriated to, or used by, or in aid of
an sectarian school. As it has been interpreted by the Delawire Supreme
Court, the section will probably present an insurmountable obstacle to must
h 171110 state aid ti) sectarian. private college% and universities. By case law or
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opinions of the Attorney General, schoolbus transportation, dual enrollment
programs, and certain auxiliary services have been declared unconstitutional,
where church-related lower educational institutions were involved. While
there have been no caws Attorney General tipitth111% reidting to college level
programs, there is no indication that any distinction will be made between
these two levels of education. The Delaware Court in the 1934 case of State
er rel. Traub v. Brown and in a 1966 advisory opinion rejected the
"child-benefit" theory and concluded that section 3 proscribed any and all
aid to sectarian schools, including secondary or incidental aid. However,
Article X, section 3 does specifically authorize tax exemptions for all real and
personal property used for school purposes, and Article X, section 5 now
allows the free transportation of private elementary and high school students.

There are also some restrictions on aid to nonsectarian, private colleges
and universities. The public school fund can be used only to support the
public schools, thus the source of money for private college prey-4ms is
limited. Also Article VIII, section 4, the lending of credit provision, probably
blocks any appropriations, loans, or pledges of credit directly to nonsectarian
colleges, unless the required three fourths vote is attained,

If the revised Delaware Constitution, proposed by the General Assembly in
1972, is indicative of future trends, then the separation of church and state
wifl be maintained even more strictly. Nonsectarian, private schools would be
added to the list of prohibited recipients of any aid in Article X, section 3,
and the authority for bus transportation would he eliminated, as well a the
mandatory tax exemption for school property.

FLORIDA

The Florida Constitution should present no major barriers for state aid to
nonsectarian private colleges, but Article 1, section 3 could present
formidable obstacles for aid to sectarian institutions. This provision prohibits
any law respecting the establishment of religion and forbids the use of public
revenues directly or indirectly in aid of any sectarian institution. The cases
have stressed that incidental benefit to religious institutions was permissible
where a program promoted the general welfare of Florida citizens. Ap-
parently the Florida Court will not find direct or indirect aid unless it can
point to an actual expenditure of public revenue that aids sectarian
institutions. -the 1971 state case of Nohrr ', ac. Auth. indicated
that the State can lend money to sectarian colleges for building construction
as long as the source of the money is not the taxing power of the State and
does not impose a new financial liability on the State. Temporary leasing of
public buildings and tax exemptions for sectarian institutions have also been
approved by case law.

The Attorney General has been even less strict in applying Article I,
section by approving the gratis use of public audiovisual materials by
churchrelated schools, even though such a program necessarily- involved an
actual expenditure of public funds.

The future trend of decisions in florida appears to he interpretations of
Article 1, section that are very similar to the federal establishment clause,
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but the Florida Court might draw the line at programs such as free
transportation of parochial school children, where a visible expenditure of
public money is involved.

GEORGIA

Georgia has taken a liberal stand in regulating church and state relations.
There have been no cases specifically involving educational institutions which
interpreted Article I, section 1, paragaph 14, which forbids using public
money directly or indirectly in aid of any sectarian institution. However, the
1921 state case of Wilkerson v. City of Rome indicated that the object of this
provision was generally to prevent any appropriation or subsidy that would
even remotely tend to establish a state religion. The theory that the State
could contract for services with sectarian institutions was rejected in 1922 by
the Georgia Court in Bennett v. City of LaGrange. To fall within the
prohibition of the section, the 1970 Bradfield v. Hospital Authority case
decided that the source of funds must actually be the public treasury, not the
revenue from the sale of any revenue anticipation certificates.

The Attorney C.neral has issued a number of relevant opinions in the last
fifteen years. He has specifically approved the enrollment of pupils from
parochial schools in a summer, public school program, tuition grants to
students in colleges not principally concerned with sectarian instruction, and
the leasing of public school facilities to religious organizations. Contracting
with sectarian school agencies for goods and services has been disapproved,
while school bus transportation for parochial pupils has been called possibly
unconstitutional.

The prohibition in paragraph 14 appears absolute but it has been restricted
by other amendments. Certainly direct support of sectarian schools would
violate the Georgia Constitutions, but it is likely that there will be much
flexibility as to what exactly constitutes "indirect" aid. Various types of
loans, scholarships and grants to citi/ens for educational purposes arc
authorised explicitly by the provisions of Article VII, section 1, paragraph 2
as well as Article VIII, section 13, paragraph 1.

Nor do tlie restrictions on lending credit or incurring public debt apply to
most forms of state aid. Article V!I, section 5, paragraph 1, relating to the
credit of political subdivisions of the State, makes an exception for the
support of schools within the respective limits of municipal corporations.
Also Article VII, section 3, paragraph 1 allows the incurring of debt to make
educational loans to Georgia citiiens.

As to private, nonsectarian colleges, the primary obstacle is the ban on
donations or gratuities in Article VII, section 1, paragraph 2. While aid
directly to students at such schools would not be affected, direct subsidies of
the colleges would arguably be unconstitutional. However, a contract for
services should avoid the prohibition in the paragraph, but it is not clear if
merely educating citirens would be sufficient consideration. The Attorney
General has advised that activities merely beneficial to the public would not
constitute services actually rendered for the purposes of this constitutional
provision.
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It seems likely that Georgia will continue to focus on the identify of the
aid recipient and the source of the funds to make the distinction between
permissible and impermissible aid to sectarian educational institutions,

HAWAII

Hawaii's Constitution demonstrates a strong concern for public, non-
setarian education. Article IX, Section 1, which provides for the establish-
ment and maintenance of a statewide system of public schools and of a state
university, also quite specifically bans the use of state funds for private or
sectarian educational institutions. This prohibition has been taken at face
value by the courts, and the "child benefit" theory has been specifically
rejected. The decision of the Supreme Court of Hawaii in Spears v. Honda
(1968), in which the provision of ,choolbus tr,u)sportation to nonpublic
school students was held to be unconstitutional, indicates that the courts
would hold a firm line against public funding of private education, whether
direct or indirect. However, no other programs involving public funds have
ever been implemented.

A released time program has remained effective apparently because it does
not involve the use of public funds or personnel. Programs involving such
state funds would present a greater problem. A constitutional amendment
would offer the best hope for state aid to private colleges or other private
institutions. Meanwhile, public legislative concern in Hawaii seems to be more
directed to improving public schools than to aiding private institutions.

IDAHO

Article IX, Section 5 of Idaho's Constitution forbids the State and all
public corporations to "make any appropriation, or pay from any public fund
whatever, anything in aid of" a religious society or an educational institution
controlled by a religious denomination. In 1971, the Supreme Court of Idaho
held in Lpe /di v. Engelking that this Section prohibited the use of public
funds to transport pupils to parochial schools, expressly rejecting the "child
benefit theory" ernoloyed by the United States Supreme Court in Everson v.
Board of Echo ution in 1947. In 1972, Idaho's voters rejected a proposed
amendment to Article IX, Section 5 to permit transportation of parochial
school pupils.

Thus, Idaho must be considered one of the states in which programs aiding
church related colleges and universities and their students the stiffest
constitutional obstacles. Aside from the hurdles facing aid to church related
colleges, however, there would appear to be little uucstion as the constitu-
tionality of well drafted programs aiding private colleges and universities.

ILLINOIS

the Illinois Constitution does not appear to be a serious obstacle to
programs aiding private colleges and universities. Article VII, Section 1 of the
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Illinois Constitution limits the use of public funds, property and credit to
public purposes, but in 1972 the Supreme Court of Illinois in City of Salem v.
,th I. 'v) took a permissive view 1)1 what could constitute a public purpose,
holding that a city would issue bonds to finance construction of an industrial
facility for lease to a private firm, where the purpose was to stimulate
economic development and increase employment. The education of students
in private educational institutions would seem to be a public purpose under
the broad standards set down by the Cowl.

Although Article X, Section 3 of the Illinois Constitution forbids any
payment of public funds in aid of a sectarian purpose or to help support or
sustain any educational institution controlled by a religious denomination,
the Supreme Court of Illinois has adopted a consistantly lenient construction
of the Section since Dunn v. Chicago Industrial School for Girls in 1917. The
Committee on Education of the 1970 Illinois Constitutional Convention
adopted the language of Article X, Section 3 without change from the State's
1870 Constitution, noting that it understood the Section to be no more
restrictive than the federal establishment clause, The Supreme Court of
Illinois approved the use of public funds to tomport parochial school pupils
in 1973 in Hoard of Education v. Haltalis, citing the Committee's report for
the proposition that the Illinois Constitution permits programs approved
under the federal establishment clause. While the long history of public
transportation 01 parochial school pupils in Illinois was an important factor in
this decision, it does not appear that the Illinois courts would strike down
programs under Article X, Section 3 of the State Constitution which woult;
pass muster under the First Amendment.

INDIANA

The Indiana Constitution has not been construed by the State's courts
with respect to programs aiding private colleges and universities but it does
not appear to create serious barriers to the implementation of programs
which compls with the I irst Amendment to the United States Constitution.
Article I, y.t.tion 4 of Inuiana's Constitution forbids the State to give
preference to any religious denomination or to compel its citiiens to "attend,
erect, or support any place of worship, or to maintain any ministrs." Article
1, Section 6 forbids the drawing of money from the treasury "for the benefit
of" ans religious institution. There has been little litigation construing these
prw..mons. 6lit the authority which exists suggests that Indiana's courts might
take permissive view with regard to aid to private education. In 1940, in
_Stoic e% lohnwn llo.d, the Supreme Court of Indiana approver!
arrarement incorporating parochil schools into a public school stem
which arguable would have violated guidelines established by the United
States 5.4,r erne Court in such recent cases as ternon 1, ISiilt/mufr 1197i ). The

c,enciji Advised in 19h7 that the Indiana Constitution was
no rit at' rk'qrIL11W of programs aiding church related schools than the First
Amendment.

constitutional phifuhitiun against the lending of the credit of the
',Luc Lorporations and {Ind. ( Ail, 11,
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(I 12) might give rise to questions with respect to Vie constitutionality of
some programs aiding private colleges, this provision was enacted out of the
bitter experience of the State in financing internal improvements, and with
increasing fiscAl responsibility on the part of state government, the courts
have permitted appropriations to private groups performing functions in
which the public has an interest in cases such as Bullock v. Bil !helmet* (1910)
and City of (rart' v. State is rel. 1rlitb' I (vole, lilt. :19711). I has, although
mans of I he issues insrrlsed have not been litigated, it seems unlikely that the
Indiana Constitution would bar programs aiding private colleges and universi
ties attic!) pass muster under the federal establishment clause.

IOWA

The only provision of the lows Constitution which might stand as a
serious obstacle to public aid to private colleges and universities is Article I,
Section 3:

The General Assembly shall make no law respecting an establishment
01 religion or prohibiting the free excrtise thereof; nor shall any person
he tompelled to attend any place of worship, pay :ithes, taxes, or other
rates ,r building or repairing plates 01 worship or the maintenance of
any minister or ministry.

Insofar as this section affects aid to education, one cannot predict with
certainty whether the Iowa courts wit' find it to be more restrictive than the
First Amendment to the United States Constitution, since the last relevant
decision of the Supreme Court of Iowa, Knowlton v. Baumhover, was handed
down in 1918, long before the development of the present body of federal
case law, and did not timsider many of the issues raised by recently enacted
aid program.. The Iowa Attorney General in 1966 and 1969 appeared to
indicate disapproval of programs which directly or indirectly channel money
to churchrelated schools, but it does not appear that such a conclusion is
required by the precedents. would be natural for the "establishment" and
"free exercise" causes of Article I, Section 3 to be construed identically to
their federal counterparts, and the Supreme Court of Iowa has held that the
prohibition against taxation to build places of worship applies to buildings
Intended to he used "distinctively" as places of worship. Therefore, it seems
that the crucial question concerning programs involving transfer of public
fund% to churchletated colleges would he whether the program at issue
constitutes support of "ministry" within the meaninv, of Artide I, Section
t. Should the Supreme Court of Iowa accept the conclusion of the United
States Supreme Court in /atm, t. Richurcivi? (19 "I) that the prima,
purpose and etlect of instruction in most church related offico., is secular,
the was might be VII for approval of direct grants to the colleges in support
of their secular currioilum should the General Assembly choose to enact
them. While the lac t that the I uition Grant program does riot require that the
moms received hs the college be used for secular purposes might raise a
question, it should be noted that the edut..itom And wriLes pwvided to
students tspicalls cost the college ht More th.in it receists iii Iuihon.
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KANSAS

The Constitution of Kansas appears to pose no substantial barrier to
programs of aid to pi ivate nonsectarian colleges or universities. Programs of
aid to private nonsectarian colleges or universities. Programs of aid to
sectarian institutions would have to pass muster under Section 7 of the Bill of
Rights, which provides that no person shall be compelled to attend or support
any rurni of worship, and section 6 of Article 6, which provides that "Info
religious sect or sects shall control any part of the public educational funds."

A Kansas tuition grant program for students enrolled in private colleges
and universities was held constitutional by a federal district court in
Americans United tor .Sepwation 10 Church and State v. Bubb (1974),
although live schools were found ineligible to participate because they
required some degree of religious participation, restri(;tion ,--)r belief on the
part of their students. This case was decided under the I irst Amendment tests
developed by the United States Supreme Court. The Kansas Attorney Gene, al
had cal lien ruled that this program was nut barred by Article 6, section 6
because tuition grants cease at the time of payment to be public educational
funds and site not subject to the control of .1 religious sect while they are in
the public treasury. Under this c( mstruc lion, programs of loans and
scholarships to students would also appear permissible.

Penguins of direct aid to sectarian institutions would appear to face molt
serious difficulties under Article 6, section 6. The Kansas Supreme Court case
I it Iiirght e. hou/ District (190) held unconstitutional an attempt to pay
public funds directly to a school organiied by a religious group. However, the
scope of this prohihition.will depend primarily upon the construction given
"control" and "public educational funds."

KENTUCKY

Kentucky has had ostensive litigation involving various forms of aid to
educational institutions, but it has centered almost entirely on the elementary
and high school level. f he major obstacle to programs supporting sectarian
schuils, section IS-1 of the State Constitution, prohibits the use of any fund
raised or levied ha educational purposes to aid church or denominational
schools. there appear to he three possible methods to avoid its impact. I jest,
it is arguable that the section does not apply to general funds, which hs
detinitilin are nut spec ilkalh. "raised" for any one purpose. Secondly, some
programs nl.ls he classified as health and safety measures, and thus would not
use tunds tuur -eduLatiimal purposes." Apparently, this approach Has used by
the keritut.k% (Aim t of Appeals in the 1916 .\rchols v. Henry case, which
y/mused the tree trans/v.1(1,11pm of the elemcnlars and high school students.

hirdlY lS-1 applies only to aid to so that awnetat
supp,,r t v.P.-en lit students Li IOW he considered to provide no henetit to such
institutions sv ithin the meaning )1 the c inslilulutnal proYision.

An..ther m iiOti nb'st,IL lc. CI ifit.crrimg h.1t11 sec tar Lin and nonsectarian
(councrnent in scL I 1( in I X11 Ovit ft) shell lan leLled for

thin s4.h,11 1 the TAN. IN 3ppr rased 1.0, the



voters. However, there is some case law to suggest that the section does not
apply to appropriations for education made from the State's general funds.

The constitutional provisions relating to the lending of credit and making
of donations should not apply as long as assistance is for a "public purpose"
and the State's credit is never pledged for the repayment bf any bonds or
other future liabilities.

So 1.11, aid in the twill 4)I bus thlpoi 1.161111, IcaNing of buildings and dual
enrollment has been approved, and direct institutional aid disapproved, at the
lower educational level, as they involved sectarian schoi.ls. An early case
overruled a tuition credit system at the college level. Overall, Kentucky's
Constitution will probably be more restrictive than the federal establishment
clause.

LOUISIANA

Louisiana has had a complex and Overlapping set of constitutional
provisions which restricted state aid to private educational institutions.
Within recent ears, however, the Stale has passed legislation to provide aid in
the form of tuition grants teacher salary payments at lower level schools
and loans and loan guarantees at college level schools. This changing attitude
resulted in fundamental changes in the church and state provisions in the new
Constitution, which will go into effect in January, 1975.

With the new provisions and the lack of previous litigation concerning aid
at the college level, the limitations on -date aid to private colleges are
uncertain. 114)we.yeris for set tariun colleges, the new Article 1, sec; ion 8,
paralleling the federal establishment clause, will he the main ohstacic. As the
1970 Seeger v, Parker *Ase indicated, the Louisiana Court will tend 'I) hdlow
the (LS, Supreme Court intopretations. While the Louisiana (Ault accepted
the basic "child benefit" theory in 1929 in Borden toursianu _Stun lid. of
tdot. and Parker, it will still determine if a student ;N a mere conduit through
which a sectarian school is aided and whether such %chin!. are (wing relieved
iii their prima financial libailities. !he "purpose," "effect" and resulting
"entanglement" of a plow am will also he examined, iilowing the ledeial
three -prong test.

1U date, under similar piosision, of the old Lonstitutiuo, onh,, a testbook
It ran m1)141,1111 has been apprised and the piaLhase of educational
set Olt's tram teachers disapproved in Wt._ 1.1f 1.111 114)16.

he (OW( P4 it Crit MI (C51( ill i(inS tin Gill lti bt,th se, tmian and nunseclai i Ail
pip\ tic college, N111 he Arndt: 7, St% It, ill% III 1,1, which prohibit
arbtTr iat iris 101 .111111 111.111 PllbIlL 01111111 And the lending to Llmiating of
the hind, .1 4, I edit t .

the 4.111: decided that the latter pr, (11.1 ft AppA
so. ht.' e then C.t.....1111)1C ..1 Ilic 111,C11- there
We trill require 1,nl\ that .ill) pr,,A:f ants ht. in I'll thtl Mitt' .11 pubiL

lit ru, the ( nllr t held that edilLatimi and t ihliterating
11111(.1.1..., pr.111111tAl the gctler,11 10.1.11,t1c 111e people, 1 hIN 1/4.4 1111.11hion `.11.111111

appk Ti , Olt edittati, mai .1 114 ,politic CPI 1"11% Cu I Net. hUn
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and leasing of property do not appear to fall within the categories of
prohibited transactions under these sections.

MAINE

In general, the outlook for state J id to private education in Maine is good.
The state has a long hir.tory of cooperation between the public and private
educational sectors. In addition, the courts have recognized that the Maine
Constitution is less restrictive than the Federal Constitution in this area.

Special appropriations to private academies have long been a common
practice of the -.tate legislature. Only when sectarian schools are involved are
there significant constitutional barriers. Any program of Aid to sectarian
schools in Maine must meet the test of the establishment clause of the United
States Constitution: it must have a ourpose and primary effect that neither
advances nor inhibits religion. The "purchasing ol secular educational
services" from parochial schools d ct. not pass this test. However, several
other programs should clear the constitutional hurdles. Maine has a released
time program that seems safe from any challenge. Shared time programs and
schoolbus transportation of nonpublic school students apparently satisfy
constitutional demands: however, the legislature has not enacted the enabling
legislation to authorize these programs.

In the area of higher education, the situation appears favorable, Maine has
amended its Constitution specifically to provide for loans to college students
at private as well public colleges (Art. VIII, § 2). Tuition equalization
grants. available to students attending private institutions of higher education.
apparently must meet onls the tests of the First Amendment. In light of
United States Supreme Court decisions on rid to private education at the
college level, there seems good chance that tuition grants will be found valid.

More direct forms of aid to private colleges or universities in Maine will
have to conform to the requirements of Article VIII, Section 1 of the State
Constitution, which states that no grant may he made to a "literary
institution" unless the State has the right to control the institution in certain
specified was s. in the case of sectarian institutions, such control might create
an esLessisc entanglement between church and state.

In general, the more indirect forms of aid would seem safest from
constitutional challenge. So lung as excessive entanglement in the affairs of
proitc sectarian educational institutions is avoided, programs of loans and
ci,r,int, tie private college students in Maine should successfully meet the
cttnstitullonal ohleLtions. In general, the test of validits of aid programs at
sshatescr lesel it education is likely to he that of the I edral Constitution,
and nit the lc., It'qr IL I MAIM' Constitution,

MARYLAND

Man, iincl has taken a liberal attitude in regirlat ing the separation of c.hur ch
and s!.itc, as es idenced h% the lon4 histor% of (IireL I grants to private schools,
sectarian and niinscoarian the I irst Amendment imposes rhore stringent
1rn th ri ,r) Nt.ite Aid t t prisate educational institutions than ans of the
Mar, land ,...institut tn.tl pro,
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Unlike many other states, there is no specific prohibition against aiding
sectarian institutions, and the freedom of religion guarantee in Article 36 of
the Declaration of Rights does not contain the typical "establishment" or
"preference" language. It forbids only the compelling of any person to
contribute to any place of worship or ministry. In the 1966 case of Horace
,Munn v. Board of Public Works, the Maryland Court of Appeals decided that
direct grants to certain church-related colleges did not violate Article 36,
since the institutions were aided only incidentally And such an advantage
became immaterial because of the essential nature of the service rendered in
educating citizens of the state. Even though private individuals were
benefitted, the grants were justified by the promotion of the general welfare
of the State. Thus Article 36 should be no obstacle to supplying aid for
sectarian schools, unless the State decides to provide universal educational
facilities at the college level for its citizens, in which case Horace Mann
suggested that different considerations would apply.

The restrictions on the use of the school fund in Article VIII, section 3
will be no problem, since "educational purposes" has been construed to
include aid for private schools. Finally, Article Ill, section 34, dealing with
the lending of state credit will be only a minimal obstacle, since the Court of
Appeals in the 1952 case of John Hopkins University v. Williams ruled that
this section does not apply to appropriations of current funds or the
borrowing of money by the State, which then gives the cash to private
institutions.

liy L.14: 1,14. (II 141i/11(1n III the Attorney General, programs involving
t.hoolhus trahsportation, tax tAt'1111/61)111, dual enrollment, sLtiool kindles,
teAlter .alary paments, .ind other secular eduLtional services have been
approsed

MASSACHUSETTS
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settled matter, by virtue of the provisions of Amendment Article XCVI of the
State Constitution. The pending amendment which would allow diroct aid to
private educational institutions and to their students would seem to offer the
greatest hope for public assistance to private education in Massachusetts, If
this amendment is missed in 1975, only the harriers of the establishment
clause of the Federal First Amendment will remain as a serious obstacle to
educational aid in Massachusetts.

MICHIGAN

Michigan does not have a long history of strict constitutional prohibition
Ito against aid to private or church-related educational institutions, Until 1970,

its onli, constitutional limitations on aid to religion and church-related
education were the provisions now included in Article I, Section 4. The
prohibitions of this Section were narrowly construed by the Michigan Cow is
to permit reading of bible pass.',.s without comment in public schools in
1898 and purchase of educational services from parochial schools in 1970. In
its 1970 advisory opinion, the Court also stated that Article 1, Section 4 is a
restatement of the 1 irst Amendment's establishment and free exercise clauses
and is subiect to similar interpretation, Even after Article 8, Section 2 was
amended to expressly prohibit the purchase of educational services from
private elementary and secondary schools and to place the validity of other
programs involving thew schools in grave doubt, the Court construed the
amendment to permit such programs as auvilliary services and dual
enrollment in the 1971 decision In re &vow! C. f hus, the Michigan
Supreme Court has shown great reluctance to construe its constitutional
p«A isions limiting the State's role in advancing religion to invalidate
educational programs undertaken by the Legislature. Another esample of this
lenienty was the finding of the Cinli t in the 1'170 4q !lion that the purchase

secular educational seiv Ise. advanced religion orals incidentally and was
therefore permissible under the United States Constitution, a position later
'elected hs the United States Supreme Court in Iemorr I. kurt/rnan. It thus
,ppcsir, that Thhigan's Cons! itution should prose no obstacle to programs
aiding church-related colleges and UM% er slt.es which piss muster under the

I list \mtndment to the t [Wed States Constitution.
\ lthough programs involving the lending of mune,. issuing of bonds, and

4031 ableeing the rePav Men 1 nt loans must he caichillv drafted to ensurs that
thev ciunplv w ith the tonstitutiunal lonitalii ins on the handling of State
'ULM" these 1mA not appeal to he Neriott. oh.taLle. to Aell
dr at 1,:d pr, rgr aril.,

MINNLSOIA

)1.1 h.is )(Its liturith htOln I.) av,Ist in I% ate Lollcgcs and tilli%cls
Ines .111d their students, hat the State I 1,.1,1,,torc has tornmitteLl itselt to

I id tang,: it programs 11 ttlltl In grant. to .tudt.nt,. ,is well as duct(
L. Plit'g'.' order LonttaLts tor the utIthttli of Mitincv
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facilities. Insofar as these programs aid private, nonsectarian institutions there
seem to he no serious C4,1101U11011.11 (IhMACICS to their implementation, but
participation in these programs by hutchelated colleges and universities
raises several tirnstittitional issues,

1 he 11innesoia Constitution forbids the Slate to expend public funds to
support a place of Worship, or religious ministry, or to benefit a religious
society or seminal, (Minn, (.ono., Art. I, § Iti), It specilicalho prohihits the
uw of puhlit monev or property' to support schools leaching or promulgating
the doctrines of anv religious sect (Minn. (oml., Art. VIII. § 2).

In .\IInncs11.i's iml Supreme Court decision involving the constitution-
alitv of aid to church related ethical; mat institutions,
Independent -Sthriol Disith f ,V). 622, Rum County I I970) the Court
lound that the Lit let Sequin acs mitre restrictive of aid to such institutions
than the I irst Amendment of the United States Constitution, and that the
ow of public funds to winkle transportation for parochial whiml pupils,
chile permuted, a.1. on the sere of unconstitutionalitN, I he Court indicated
that for measures which cfintrihtited to the health and saltily of the children
involved. it would give its approval where the primal.% purpose and effect of
the piogram did not advance ieligirm, but where the prow .1111 inVOIsed direct
support of the educational process, a stricter test might he applied, It further
indicated that it 11w Stale V.141C(1 110 support chuichelated schirr ds, 411

alikildMent II) the ciPilsliltitlim might 1w requiled.
Suite that decision, the United Stales Supreme C11u11 in I Ow? F.

Rri Itatdson I 197 And /hint t. ti. %air ( 197 3) has distinguished the
e.ventialk, Nt't Uhl t. lit ittulum of thuith-ielated colleges and 1.oniselsilirs liom
the religi141.15 olienteJ instruc him III parochial sth.M41%. Should the Supreme

lull ut \linnesi)ta ,ILLept this ti!.(1114. 14)41. It Might he led to vomit
.0 the primmils rcLeive.1 in colleges. silt' inle of 'he h.lse%
.0 the position II l'414)1.1Sktti ul I Mel it 'ill% I 'wird %.1% that upputt of palo,IUJI
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the child henclit theory and Ilw distlainter of direct or indirect Aid to sehimils
could he used to suppot 1 .1 Midi,' range of programs. While the t:ottrt would he
lotted to draw .1 line aI vimc point to Aoki support of tet.t.triot schools, as
11%, .1. s) stem of colh11.1111 tuition Lh.ollteS, ludltlal utnslruttnarl of the

timstitution, as applied If) ClillIth And state relations, went% more
liheial than the I iist Amendment. %lississippi's position on suppIifI for
Indosiduals ssa t' pressed hest in ( when the Court asserted that .1

4. Ili/ell should not he denied how lit. ommn to .ill het..ithe of .111 eseic ise of
the right to ft:114.11ms litedom.

liecatise there is so little 4,ise !AN. (nth .1 leslh4)411s pro gram for all
elementais and WO 1111,111'N ,.114)4)15 heel) VPlik ills .11/111sit ed. but it is

111.11 Ill' Lk% IN1%e lint! trill he &ass betsseen diiectls to sectarian
scholils and that 141 pupils oi other mdis Omits wraith modentalls .
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(!,Till t 1,mA, Wit k II. ,t1,14 11,.. 1. I .1 rt 1141,.(11 I III fltinINtrf If

I,r I I , lit 11 ..,1111p4 of 1 .11 Nil I.141
!1, 41,,r1I.11 \III I

f I ttls HAN, f), fl .11INI,11111 I). OW ~.lobo f111 .,(111.,:
Ns1,1` t*1 IT ill, 1!1 111 thl 'ilk r1 ;),ItJ It 11, .,l 111!.

It', `, i..; 111.1 "hi 41/ p.k ;.f int
I "i!,1 ,k 1:TIN .,114 11

\ ,t ,.t 111, t.", r'1, tti It It! , t.
, .,1 1 .1.1I, t ' I

1.S '11



the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, but the case of
Paster v. IrrAc, now pending before the Missouri Supreme Court, which
enoccriss the use of public funds to provide textbooks to pupils in parochial
schools, may resolve mans of the issues v. hich are now in doubt.

MONTANA

bele V, Section 1(5) of Montana's I972 Constitutilin forbids ans.
appropriation 1)1 public funds fur educational or henesolent purposes to
private individual or to a corporation or association not under control of the
State. Arlie \, %vein m prohibits direct of indirect payment of public
funds lo aid an educational instittiti.m controlled in whole or in part bs a
religious denomination.

While thew pros isions have not been construed with respect to programs
aiding private colleges and universities, other cases citing them suggest that
thes mas raise questions as to the cAmstitutionalitv of programs which sk()uld
be permitted hs the I ederal Constitution.

In 1464 the Supreme. Court of Montana, citing the provision in Montana's
presil Rh Constitution which was the murce of Article V, Section I !M.
struel, down an appropriation to the Veteran, of Foreign Wars, and the
Disabled meriean Veterans to provide services to the State's veterans
ht't .111W the gongss were not under the control of the State. the rationale of
the Court might he applied to prohibit appropriations to private colleges.

In I 971I, the State Supreme (.:(nu I held in _State es ret Chamber, 1. /UM/
s No /1) Ih,1l a prov ision of Montana's pie's loos colloilutinn eswn jails

the same as Attic'. )s, Section t) presented the school district nom hiring
teaeheis as public emplos re, to teach secular subleets pal Ot:h
I his 55.1, til iam wink m and uttered little icamming to support the
result.

Vthil, nett hes 111 thew (let. i,ltlll tonsidered the pietise issues imiilsed in
aid to p1 ii,ate colleges And irrui,eisitie,, the results readied b.., the ( our t and
the i1Ink. ul the ttruiuts inciii.ate that there ma ht sestrr dllttslitutiim 11
'111.1,100. I() pirgranis aiding Ill alc LiIlleges arid uniser %flit-. 111 Montana.

NLBRASKA

I t .1113t their \I ht li \ I I, Sk. tl,him I I of the Nel)Liska ( imstittit»in rn.1
he .intl MI re re' N!: It e ut piugt,lnl, .ild i\ Ate LI )144'1 And
:In I \ Sine, ,Ind Ihelf Stridln I than the I if sl (4) lilt' Stilt'"

prio, t,i ins k.dukatii
Hilt 11 t lust\cl )ti trt h the S11 le err um.: .11 Q.

mitt It tlIctuh !mitt mg Asti Ii. p1 1".
titti' I} I 1.1 I/1.41(1,111, )(1,, c11r,tsk.1 dl,trltt Haiti h.1, trlrl,tititd
pr,.% st. It pr,1hi11!I .11.. gurus Ire sttidt...111, 111 1)115 t dit'Itt', tin

141 R'"il \ tt,
111. tint. It.,1111

h, sflpf4.411,. 1 rout h.i, 11,4t piled ,)11 this ts.o.ic. And ;IN I,litsI
\r \ II, Sc, I I, Slit' is t4 /),,p; i ,,,r
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I. the, lint deal (fact Ill, osith

111,111 111 the clu%tins presented, I he Court permitted the use of federal
lund% to leaw dasvuortts troth a pAr ta 111.11 il.h1 and proide remedial
Icailinv, 114 (n 1111111It I1411 4)4.111,i1 .t1)10)1 pooh,

in doing .4 appeared to actept the "child Isenclit theor" emploed by
the 'lilted Stale. Supreme (Ann! in I. Fervor % I e! )1
the !1411 MOIL d IgAiiiithl), litnt oei, and a %ohmquelll amend-
mw to Atilt le VII, SCL10/11 I I 11V1 111O14 the use id tederal hind. to Aid yr il.ate

thit Alf 411, hill ICA UM% Ihr 1/11)1111/1114 sigslifiSI Ihr silirif Pi 'Ail Ifi 01 State
Wink to pi i% ate %this (..lie, pending 111u1i: the SU:11(111c Cull( 1 4)1

Ne11,4.1%ka It .1 ing the 4)1 the 1111114)11 giant pig 4t1 am and the
10),Illie, Ihuulo 14o VI IS alc .014)4)1 11111111. 414K11(1 1 4.54 11% e 111.1111 ul 111u

.111c.114 tioIlt crliong the 1111111.41i1)11. 1)11 Stile In 11111,.111' 1n114 1,(t'. .411d

11111%0S1111,'s ;1 %Chi .Ika,

NEVADA

Nookl.t 11.1. .111114o.! it) pt!.%att! .111t1 114 ) 111111;1.1111s 411 ',!111' .114.1 14)

;1: MC k'tfilk A14411,11 111%11111111)11s. \Int It II, Sek 114111 III III
(.411111111111111 1)14414)11N 111C llt* 1)1 puhlit 11111(1% 1411 %4't I.111.111 poi pi me. And the

Ne% Ada StI111 LIM (.null L.INt I11 Vt'i tat/ (///r /tint 1 st hip?? 1, //44. ///x k I I 1sS2)

Viutti .11:1% ol duet I Aid 14 %el 1.111.111 Clfill.1114)11.11 11111111114111% LK(' .1

.A.4 lulls Iluttlie. Hum. t' t'r , 1111% Is quilt. ld. 11 dile, not it.ittei Ii,. "t hilt)
111c1)1% .111.1 tutu Is t um III 111.41 t.11: V41111 lilt' 111111.1t1 441 lilt'

to/ 0,111361.c', ;1, 1;4101,iy ,1111,111,1114)11 4)11 111C "111.111l 11111111/)1 lilt' 4.1111e 111A1 (141%C

1eN1'1 Vt'114111 .11 1111' k4)11.04c ItAci, \hut. 44111111)ns it lilt'
11oluitN, (14:114.'1,11 11.1%1' 1101101,1 the 1, 4)111111.1114411.1111N, tt'11.1111 IS pc. 111 ,114.1

pr.r,...! 1111s. 111 ,11111/ 4 AM: still 1111 1111s1111.; .1f1d 1111' IC111,1111'4 111 111111 St'l1.111,111

It \lb. 1ht 11.1I /1uN, It'llt't .11 11111 PI disk 11% 1111' C,111.1 1,4 411s11111114

I i1L. 111.1 111111t .11C .1 II I 11111.111 I 11114'd S1,111.'s S11111 ( 4)1111

II1 1111, .1I /114.' I '1 111C1111114'111. 11.11Cti 11111s' PI.111 11.1s .1Is41

INV

\ 1%, I I, at11..11 111 4.I n' 11 ^11 01411111111 lit ,iiid
II,. 141111,1 s1,11t LI111,1111111. 411 o 1,111s .,11t't. i11t,,111\

4..111),1 flic.1 tut t duk .11110).4 ;1111 pi 1st 1 1141 Hi IN!, 11,,,r AM.

,1 r.1 t,i !1,.11 1.11 LII1 1,10. 1It'

, 1,1 t,) it ,I1i \:t it ;4. 11, !N.!, 11..11

:^ 1 1 ^^ 1 1" 1 .1' 1111,, till,, ,r1 i.1 ,..11.,/,irlftc., ,Ippc.t p.11111.0111:
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tha: nu mime} raised by 1.1N.Ition shall ever ht granted or applied for the use
t the schools ur institutions if ans. religious sett oi denomination."

I Vt. vf , %OW Is have been rather relatted in efilorkittit this Istotirallti andthe
!lase trequentls retogni/ed a progiant as valid on the basis 01 a "child
henelit" or "public purpose" thews. I he lustites of the State Supreme
(...,mrt stated in a 164 Opinion it the' /Thfit t'S that 11w secular i%IX't I% 01
ckltik At ul ni.n, he .411)1)1)r-tett hs tat money it %OM( len .11

provided to present more than till idental and indirect henelit to ,; religious
sect in dens munatilm." I he Court has approved limns to edt firmal
institutions, aid to tut, sing anti medical education, sthimlhus transportation
tor nu mpulllit .tunic child henelit NOV ile%, and the provision of
tes,m,,,,k, 1 4 p 11( k s11114 II students. On the other hand, it has overturned
the Pr )1thirlIS I it distribution of ssseepstakes revenue to non puhl it schteIs and
it Lis exemptions for parents of parochi,d school students heLtuse they

1slest'ntrd direct financial did to set tarian schools. I he dual enrollment
or410,1m, in nfie nt its Mari i 10.1.1114 HIS. Wa's (10.1.sicd invalid heLause of
I entanglement I 11 the Stall: Ind religious institutions.

Io succeed Ness Hampshire, thenr program should demonstrate j
puhlit pux. and .is old the appearant e 01 diret I aid or e\cessrve
entanglement. In large measure, the tests of the I lest Amendment, r.:ther
than tho.t. of the Suit: Constitution, $,S4 Mid be tun 11 I 1111114 on any program of

star Aid Is) Pri% ale it religious edutational institutions. B} these standards,
the higher ethic mil in loan pri)gr,tm and higher edutatilwl le% assistance
should he tiItvld. I .tn, h\ Atithut \ e.t,thli%tied hN the testkl.ttult.. (o

e.111.,1110 01,11 institutions also %CCM Nate, lur !tiering a plink'. purpose.

NEW JERSEY

Noa, ICI se% the NI IC I If the lank1111.111. dcllsion 01 t vercori of
1 ,bit until; eil 11,s lilt/ 11)Isfhliip (tIcLidvd 11, the United S 11,' Simierne Cour t
111 171. Is 4 slit: tit !hi )se stales Nilllh ill ler .5 Wide I ange tit pu.ihilitie. Int
pttWA. ttil tu t kn. Ille 4114S1 111111' Lint p111 "15 in lilt' BLitt'

m.01,1,110 thIN .If .If \l tide VIII, Set 11.1ragr.ipits 2 anLI I,
(o..1! and Slate financial assistance to private personsms

crini ,triti in .1 lung line later detisiun., the
intur pitied these iv, 151i Ms As 111 11 pi 4 111 Ihli 111S4 Vt 11101 1421% CS 61

rti!pu,k.
I III Nu\ ( AII1 requires that the st. bit Rind he pre

.! Thy Inc ,is /IN .IS Ph )141

1 1101 is sep,I ittl tunk.lcd, and 's lung As It JLtiltl. the pitt.ilts
,1 1.11 i' !`11.111 \ Lt'ssl% t' 1,1111,derlit:11 (111tlef 1111: I ir.t Arnentl-

,1 he LI c\, Icr se SLIiiiulbti, 1t, If1,11t)1I,ItIt111 kit
, fl p t ; i ) h , , 1 , ' u s the h i N i s I ,t hill' 1)UnCli t tile' III

!Hi ss len No. (. al Li in'.o.te,: riuss p1,ili.i )(1
\ III, ti i' I, l' ,i.:,Lit)/1 it itIll .1(1014 it .11th ltsin.pur

" I 10Tht_ s I N N 11 1 I n k t ( ) I I \ t i c i s A C 1 1 . 4 , 1 , , IsUhlll l PA( s il101er
.'! , is Iht ( 'iii! +It \c\s icr ,,c% in 1'1:1 in

. . \- )1. ' ,,,11.a.s1 prIf
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addable publit and to private college students, that seem to be unobiec
nimble under the State Constitution, As the State Attorney Genet il wrote
to 19b5:

'fit governmental assistant e is designed to benefit students, and the
institutions whic are the re( ipients of slit IF assistance are committed to
tullill the State's educational polities, it ssmild not he an 1111(01111111.
liana! donation or appli«ition 01 pi/hilt moneys to include private
1 Oill'O'S or (Mil'er%rtill within the ambit of such a program.

The I cdt.I.11 f irst Amendment is a more serious obstacle to aid to private/
sC.tarian educatiln in New jersey than anv provision in the State Constitu
lion. In I973 a United States District Court struck down a New Jersey
plogram that provided lot the turnishing ot state aid to the parents 1)1 non-
public school students as teimburwment tor secular educational costs and to
nonpublic schools lot simil,lr reimbursement, because the prigram onsti-
to tett an advancement of religion and becauw it required excessive govern
ment entanglement with religion.

NEW YORK

\us% 1 Ilrk's Constitution contains a rather stringent prollihition trIl JO In
saIttl of institution of learning wholly or in part under the direction 01

L41111,1)1 of ,IFIN religious deninnination, or in which any denominational tenet
i t int. i s taught . .." (At title I I, Section if. A proposed new

constitution was defeated at the polls in l%7 largely because it contained no
such testi it non on the use 01 state tunas tot denominational schools.

the tilos ision. of Article I I, Section have not, hosveser, totally
prusnted the State from assisting pr is ate sot !Arian cduL,11j1)(1,11 illq1((1111d1s.
I ht. 'Sew 1 ork toristini non makes .1 petit ic esLeption to allow stlirbos
tr anspor tation o1 nonpublic school students on an equal hasis with public
school students. I he I :nited States Supreme (.ourt in 19f0i upheld New

of 1 proslslon (II NeL111,11 Ic \Ihi)()kt II) flullptlhlic students in tioard
ot / thit,/t/()// 1. 1//e//, %.111011 fule1C(1 proigr anis 11.11C been held to

Lon,( hs the tfitir ts. Howes et, pfogram ul reffilhuNelllellt Mit hl
.Loh' hinds i.t rionpuhlik schools for the pi11sisioll IIt ed(ILatio11.11

t $4. c w Is II tiLk doss n ill I irst Amendment grounds. mainte
thin...L. arid repair khan(., 1111 (14)11111111114. wt.(411.111) schools, tuition reimburse-
ment lin students at those schools, and mu Li\ hehtlits It)I theft 11,1IcIlIs

et! 11011 11) 0)11.411111C .111 .1(1% ,11h.. C111C111 111 rck!ion 1, If 1)01111.0,0)1c under the

cdi..1 ( onstitonim,
the LolltAte \es% `i ink prw.idus siitniflt.ull aid to pf IN. ale

edu1.11 he ( dliniood01C1 .11 1.11111 -ttI r Is .11.111111(1/e(1 (I) L11.11114.11C 1.11c

t,/ p11s,itc l.plit'gv. Ls hit. XL' 111411)le 11)( .11(1 11c1.1'1 111C I C(IC1.11 .1111.1 S1,114.'

(.- )H.4111110111\ I ( )(WI A11,.1 1/)(.' 1.(1111N, hA' 1111t.'1111(dvd tot It' I I,

SCL ti"ri . Il \ haLr 11111:d ,.thili.thmi (If a Nhafing
hl(Ihhi--.h.ilitc L..11111)1 ht lit:111)Mln Ve III 11.0. ill 111:1 itt INCH, hr Ilh.; A

(11'IL.1t1()1111 111.,N11/,1( (!I (ThIskl;(111"11 111 the \c.1. 1,11k
(.11n,rLtU to 111 \It1 IN in, nihot.d 11Crt; the 111.dill1II(111 I, L111ltHilic11 ()(
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directed by a religious denomination toward a religious end. This distinction
is quite similar to that drawn by the United States Supreme Court between
institutions with a secular educational mission and those with a religious
missiim. Hence it would seem that New Yorks programs of aid to private
higher education will have to meet largely the same tests under the State
Constitution that they would have to meet under the United States
constitution,

NORTH CAROLINA

North Carolina has lesser potential restrittio is on state aid to private
eidleges and universities than any other southeastern state. I he religious
freedom guarantee in Article I, section 13 show(' present very few, if any,
obstacles lug aid programs to sectarian colleges. It prohibits the control or
intolcrcrice with the tklit. of Lonstience, but unlike most other states'
ploy isn't's, there is no "establishment," "preference," or "support" language.
It seems like's that only preferential treatment of salmis related to one
paitieulas denomination would be characterised as religious interference by
the unimulsory his support tor one mode of worship.

tuition giants and loans have been approved by the North Carolina
Supreme Court in the 1970 Stale I "'SAM. !link V. dunk of

but nnls in ielatnin to Article V, section 2, which requires
that the power of tasmilm he eyereised for public purposes only. The Court
held that the issuance of recenue bonds for ducational loan and grant
poi pliNes feel within the ree()gniied object of government to promote the
edutatiiin of state residents, teen though individuals obtained private
benetit.. ( his leas() ling should apply to other 0, fle% of aid to private colleges.

While Ai:iele 1`. section h require. that the State school fund he used
eselusi% el. for manitairong the fret: public schools, this IN a limitation only on
the source 01 fund. to aid private colleges. Similarly the restrictions on
lending the credit 01 the State or the localities would only prevent the use ()I
hoods 111 situation ..her they were deemed a debt and liahilitv of the
g()%0 M11011.11 unit. In respect t i strictly colleges there should he
no ...nous State constitutional ob.taelcs. In spite 01 the' linimal State
(mut (h has ugh' icti the mute stringent tequitements of
the I JO Amendment hs specil Ica% escluding all church.rel,ited institutions
to )111 .t'% er,ll pi .W.1.1f1IN of .ild to (y r% ate colleges.

NORTH DAKOTA

N.,r th 1).tiho)ta's ( (m.101.111(41 11,1. not M'o'il ,,,ntrucd Ili (elm lull I() aid hi
pr And er but It mi. ludes seer orirtl.l.iils ssllItll
to ht (.:411ed is t r i permis.inle the rnitet.) States
( .rist'ittt ifl

\ III, Sethi )r) I 2, 1.shrLII requrequires that eLlth.alumal ttl.httilittts
upp.it led 11\ Ltrid i:rtni "; -,11Pror test st putlIrk. l,ts f C111.1111 under the

,,p,t ilitr )I il the state,- :alight he 4., itt.tr tied to hat ,ill
itspr. !I., in. Nllltll t 1/4. hi H

7;

7



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

1.ikewise, Article XII, Svc which turbid% the lending of credit and
mak ilfg of dttft,ftit P(1% to individuals, associations, corporations extol in
tonnektion With slate business enterprises, internal improvements, and
"Ivaonable support tot the p4ran" might he cited to challenge certain
programs aiding private colleges and their students. In any event, Latetul
dralting of ans priricr am instilving .1 lending Of credit or di.iiiims would he
iectiiiied in older ensure that it puled Kithira one of the esLeptirms 11/ the

prohibition,
hogiams sslikli aided chuichrelatecl vidleges must also calnipls Nish the

limitation, lit Artii.le VII, Sections 1.17 and 1 S2, pros ide that the

puaslic schools shall not be stihtected til sect .4 ian usitrol and that monies
ialscd lop the support lit the public school, shall not he -appropriated to or

used Ito the .1111441 of ins set tar i.th .L115)41,- While dictum in (;er.hordi 4-.

//eid, .1 14 it, Lase cisli.eining the hiring of nuns to teach in public \chiral's,

soggests that these pros bar all aid to wc. tar Ian schools,., literal reading
I )1 the provision, ssiraild seem to indicate that nlv &versus) of puhlit school
hinds 14) the support 1)1 sec ian stholils is fin bidden.

I hr proposed North Dakota ( onstitution 4)1 1972 ssirtild hine eliminated
the R.(1(1.101)011 that the State !chin) control of all educational in. 'itutions
supported hi, a public t,is %trite retaining the pros Isif ?I) pulhihiting the
diseision tit public school hinds to sectarian svhirails. AI title VIII, Section 1
of the ts)11s11111111)11,)xc)tilit have removed the restrictions 441 aid to)

plicate set trim colleges posed hs the present Aitivle VIII. Section and

Might 11.1%e been eell less !esti tise than the I irst mendment to the United
States Constitution ssith respect to aid to chinvhiclated schools. 1 he Slate's

tilers defeated the pii)pilwll.onstittitiiin alter a campaign ill sshich the issue

, ) I atcl to p 1 4 5 ate eclmatitinal institutions pitiminanth,.

It t C111.1111* le) he seen, OA Olt' courts %Ill Li iillstItie 1111: tstIng

(.1)11%MM tilit it pi cm:tie. legilatie tatiVe% aiding students Ill 111 I% .11: Illege%

and t;111%el sines Ale And Mlettle the ill Id Month

s he re's isecl to iemose the potential obstacles shish nss exist.

OHIO

the 1, I 11%1111111t11) lilt bid\ the Slat(' to 4,,1111111'l Ile l.111/C111 14) ,111e1111,

cf ct. of maintain ins plate .1( !Mill of svorshin, rus r».1\ it s4It'

(irclocriLc 1) 1,555 Is) 1115 IC1111,1()tl% de111)1111flatli )11. ( IWO \f I. I,

~;Tiling i \r tit, le VI, SCL 114 )11 2 pros ties that

fp) 1,11(litni., ul NO. 1 . . +I1,111 r1 et h,Ilt ekt //PA e 111411! 14) ul

( ii1, (hilt lit 1111' tt huui 111,1,1s (11 MI\ N1q1l.

\\1 thee 1)111.11. Ins 11,1%e fl, It seen tols1\ c1\ 00..11M:4i rn.

supreit. I 4.nt if I ,14)c. ntIt .trpc.ir thAt Int.\ NIi1 of %At. Illsitc

reNt!It.111e 01.111 the e1,11)1101111ell I t. latIse tit tilt' ("tiled S Li les ( i)11111'.111111

% hell the S1,11C Stiptellle ( II\ est ( arr. lit miflf,Ir cri, 1,

h, piftithl.ii NLH,1.)1 plip.k. ul Ilne!R kit). 1. I \ 1, (h., 1 .,,Jr

fl,p1 , .11,114 ,..114.1\ (Ill Olt' teliC!,111.1/11Ntjt1ith111ji ,!tleNti.)11 \I ttI
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BUT COPY AVAILABLE

finding the progr.int did ilot sioLite the lecler.t1 estahlishmtot clause, the
Court appr ed 11 Untie( ohs Obit) (.4111%11111111111 N 1111 1)111V CLIt%4If discussion.
Sinulals , Ohio Commis' Pled tlfilt1 telt% ted the c1ntenti011
II1.11 OW °hit/ (.:011%IiIt1111/11 pilbrik .iid 1tr pariplitial Ishools nit rte
stt II% than the 1 list 1111'11(.1111111 as it approsed the use ut public fonds to
transpiirt pupils to plis ate scholds in //onohon r. /loll in 198,

Ohio's (sinstitution limits the 'state in its tinaiiial 11 3115,Il 111)11% Illo )1 e

tringenth, than do the tonsolutions ut mans 44th., states. In 1%4. the
Intl I "I ()hi)) IwIti in _Slate et rel. !kith., 1, Brand that the St.tte's

..kr"Iii k 1.1Ust." 1°11111 (-MIA Al t. 1.111. II hi, hack S1.11e as tit lend
mime% or to.rIONt 111g pi t" 11) assi51 1110111 111.1kifl 1111%Mo: 041140 alit)115,

1:\ C11 V111:11 111) 1)1111g.111 in 411 the State itself Mould he treated. 1Vhile lhr
intim% t ut this deL ision an programs aiding nonitiolit tolleges tank visit ie.
It 13115 (MIL -\ (115,1e \'I. Set,11t111 %As. ,tkIdett 14) ttlr (.411),IIII,III4111 144 ):

Slate IuiUun loan and luau guarantee piograins bait %ar..titulianal limita
hu)ns, and other existing Ito iglams chi not seem sulnelahle to attaLls wide! the
%fedi! %Loos.

OKLAHOMA

I he ( onstittition of (Alabama %attains strong plohihitions against state
aid to rim ati: cdthational institutions. P14 i)/ thulhieljled
solleges late the stlingent plohihition tiLle section sshiLlt
that n o ruts' me% , t% shall IA el he .111f1101111.11eti, .1111111Ctl,

1.14111.11e51. 441 1154(1, %III (1.11% al 111t1i105 use, notch( al 5L11111tVf 1 01

In sic L11111) 11101ILII111n .1% stlt IC A 111 ut:r.Im al .iid 1st ,1M p111.11C LOIlege
hae lo 11,15% 111,1%tel tinder \1111.1e 111. %eL I wIt 1 %111111 14)1,1151% the

ill edit tit .111s 1.)%Ilt.I.111)11, at Oh 111I .1114111

the 111.11111t al 1.11)11,1114111 II) 4114. .155441.1114111 441 0111(11.111011. I he ievoi
1,1C (1111111)11% 411 the I h11,1 he\ (penes JI th,11 thm
1)r441,1141,1 nr .1111 Its 0111II tied. 111 (fur net 5 / et iiirstn/ 1 1'1 11, 111t.

"I's111111111.1 supreme ( 1)011, reletliti : the "child nenclit tlieiii%" held
tint4411slllllllall,ti1114, .1 54114)411 (0,111 till 1).11)1011.11 011)111

\ le 2, set grail 111 the 1.1lei s.t.t. iit I di/tat:on -Intnnt I).
541141411 1'41511114, 1114 4nU't ttll 11 1,.1. (strfr/tt .0111 11.R.1 1 he

putt' he/tell! them\ \ tht 1.111gt1.1 111 !hem' I" 11 1)1'111111/1
55 11 R it stIgges1 s 511lIt5 h le1.11t.R1 54)115'513' mIsth Ilk' CL I b

as a eIaf 1,111 hhhItI111)11 is .4101," /10.1hilf)1.1 1111111e his
Liken the 1141%011m ih,11 \1 11,, le 2, 5C4 S Is AI) AhtlhIle 111,0101/114111

list 111 /11111 111/4 M Me\ 141I the hellelll 11 XI% 4 111114 11 1e1.11CIA

1a thrtrtw. /r4/;./i/. ( /Tr/ itt. h;!.to, ihe ll,i.th,1m1
511i4'l.111( held til.tt tilt.' t. 11h.tri,4 lilt

t atin,4 has 4 04. .1 ,,14 4 hicki Under \r l it It' 2, 544 11,

11ii .111114, 1i nt
L i l o i r i s t., pi s i t e 1 1 . 1 ' ak,1 ; , t 1 1 , 1 1 L pH! pi _11,SCH1

11111 Ntippt 411.41Ati appr )1). 1a . s sen. s

Ir1 ; :11

I,1 I 1'1,1, 4;,111.,r, (
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t.neral ruled that classes could not he taught ht. public school personnel in
private schools, Ishii private school pupils could attend public school classes
and utilise special pelsonnel (guidance cunwhes, psychologists, Ch. ), mohik
units, tests, health and phs Nita! instructors, books and equipment only it
enrolled in the public schools and transmit led thereto by private transpotta-
hi in `or the classes and services, but that lihrare material or ieNthooks could
not he loaned to private schi teachers or students. I he Attorney (ielielal
also ruled that lederal grant hinds constitute public money within the
constitutional plohibilions.

It appears that the lending of mullet, distinguished from the lending nl the
stale's credit, to private colleges is peimissible it consistent with Allitl 2.
Wt plogi.mts 411 giants, tit loans, to students alai appeal
perruissible, consistent with Article 2, wtIion C.

OREGON

the main hair 'ler ascl tip private colleges in (hew in is contained in Ar title
I, section ;lie ()Felton (.iinstitutiim. !his station plot ides that 14

mimes shall he drawn 110111 Ilit. I asurt for the henetit of ant rligious, .1F
theological institution." In the le.tcling Lase t 1)1( ,rndu I. It Hun/ /)ihirt

I 94,1 I the O,egoi supleme Court held that the distribution 01 tree
les 'books to parochial schools violated this set 'lull. In its '.,,till
repeated the "child henlit thetas." I he Orgon Allorrit (leneral has ruled
th.it such progiarh would he constitutional it 'untied by lederal grant.

I he plohihitin of Attic le I. section i could he interpreted as applt ing
priigranis 411 mcl directed to students at -religious" inslitutinnt. Although
mei, Ale rcpor led cases challenging Oregon's programs tiff Ii1.111%.

11,1.11.1iips, arid need grants, the ()Felton A ttor (ierieral has ruled that
uncle, /)/(kroLin a pi obtf ,1111 of Il11114 I1 tf lo) SilltiC111% .11

Illt.111111)11% wnUld by 11111)11%111LIC11111.11. the 114,111C senc1 rvoIg111/CLI.
4141s4 L' vr 111,11 there ale 111) tel glIkle1111C% 1(4 %hal 111X 14

he held III hr "41:1104411%.. hs the ( )regoll Stiprerne (Ann! In
/)h lemon the 011144 ,trot' 111,11 711 either the federal 11411 the state

pf otlehli the .Litt' 114)111 Li 11111:1 I Ing htIlet

tr1,11111t 1. MN idltIt: 01,11 tICIIVI I t d41 e.13111111)1 ,IL1/4 Mk' to the As .1 rt'kl111.1%

sot.4.111I/.11,1)11. I tic pH '.'1134541: 1. Ag.1111.1 ,11(1 III clito Jos It .111

losiiiiiiron timid classiticatiori, it coulcl ,Hold lilt'
l ,lli ilU1u1, ciso 11 .1 pr. ig,1 .1771 44111lIC41 41\ Muni:\ 111 41 "dt AV, irsrit the
I re 3.117\." it ,..,)(11k1 .ikts pinhihit n Mn.

4t 4..11 h.e, priiitf fin 1,,t hit wt. Uhl 1.AR-11141113i sul
list r kill if tli iri. I ill II,. i,...)11%1114141 1r) I

PIANSYLVANIA

't !II. ,11041111t In Net !rl b. (s !Alf, 110

t.o.Ht t 4.1 IV 0,.11t 001Itt "0;12 i 4'M 11,1 \r .4tAk 1141:1.1

th Itt tit \ n OR' ,if ill 11C.thi1 int..eohe%

,hiterik fciiitseA (Mit' 11ri)4rAni. )Fist'
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attcnlvd av valid where they in run involve the the 01 public huildino,
I low ever, Arthur III, Se %Inn) 2') u1 the Nrnr VIV.ni4 CI triSiiilliiI)11 %hind% in
the WA u1 direLi appropriation% It) Wt.iarian institutirst%. 11 provide% that

1 id ir appropriation shall he inaLk, tut !writable, etki( or
benevolent pm-pow% 10 any ',cry'', nr I (1111M1Illifr Mir hi 111)'

dellOrnininlkil and Sel 111(111 (I)rpairdii(M1 (it %WIWI . . .

lined 11,11,11W111% Ii, 1(1(.11 Made 1)114 It I tlitill11)(1/1 /I .1

gitveruntental t1bIlitilitM 1 dui, Ii pl'1M Ms. 11 Pintilt! ciiil ire .1 13)
lik0 ,il Li wish; tit jon 1Iw tick II) (1111NIdel .11d 111 N(4,1.11611 lt)110:12% 'valid .1N

ut tultillnlit it .1 duty II) Win tde edutation..1 twin lunette. tit 1111: Lilt/L.11%4d
l'entiNv Itget)vo, the e.t.tillklinient Ll.itis might well hal stiLlt
do'', tatiols even it dui them% %etc

PIMP' i.11'11" 111.1%. h1 Mt%rr, he Math. (Am .1-
!tna! iii.titutt ArtiLle III, Scotto,' 40 equire 1%Ihn %tilt' ol the
leghl.iline helure am, Nnt,11 ,1pprupmi,ltiirt is valid, but l'etuptv ania has
Ltui.e.tentiv auLl ahundatitiv .sided main, II! Its irxlependenI LI111O:0% And
(111IVel 1 1 1 e % , lieN th:%. the Stale ( 1/11111(1111111 authuriied
s li ii..1 ',hip giant. and limn. fur .tutletit. at pi ivate As ()Uhl
I Plc u,114 0.1rship And it).111 program heed 'MN Nallstlf the teguirernents ut the
I u t Mellt1111011 in I )(di', to upheld,

KIVU ISLAND

Rhode I :.111t1 il.h 11411 been Vt'l A live III the held I 11 slate .nil to p1 i%
eLIth .1110 in 11111.% the ttlrl,litlltiun.d .111(1 leV.11 pit tut e alpeat igh t. I it Nt,

the ! Kitts liae kleterulined that the evtallItsliment (1.1(14: .11 the /01141C 111.111(1
( J111(1110114 ;1 p( "imc tiviminthiN Ih that (he untiedtvd

1 Lite\ ( iokl, the 111111N 11,1%c been r 1 i et\ rt..ept the
tll:l,l belle 111 thclu 101,11111)t1. iati(in 111 1111111111Hlt still/111

nt I( Nt'k (ILO tes,thtltlt,. II .4 Well-TAN heen held lu
riled' die k )nil% the (111(1.1 NLIIINILIN II)

it the N1,11,1, Stiripicrnen 1 A( 1, tinder IA1111,11 the shill' ti Mid Paid
II I, 11 it., it 1,,Kncr, tot si.ilictIN Ill n(Inpuillnt elemct.ii

iicun d(rAn (11 .1 I cdcf,t1 ()tit l 111 111( t'Ih11 1.

k,il.111...,11 in 1' Ill !ILI( INI the t (Itir t chwit,t.ut.:1 the 11101
;r1t,!Icr),,.. III ti thtk /11,11 ictcnient.n, and A'k,ind.tt `.01"111"., ,Intl '0,11/41Cd

tilt' l'I,C.0,1 lilt 1;11c,
cii,,y0 1,n I flu I nnt:st 11,nt' t III %.,tv.. ,loll / Iihirg

if ',WI Old / /lint 111 f I1.1, di's! Ntjkh t N11[1,0.14) I,
f f Ltt .01 it flt %AI f Litt' ( It% tl! this,
L11,11'!,. J it thr t,i111c4t. ti 14

ttr, tt \ lid it lilt Hk'f141111,11', !t.', CI_ III
kel.4. l,l lfltl. III,. Ltri hu. tl, Ifs it the the

lilt d11 "St OA' MN( 1' I ISIN

,S I1'd l I , 'st f t 11 I -h f /1,

,h 01 .1 IM-N ."1,11
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I he onls other obstacles to aid in Rhode Island are the constitutional
limitations on the use of public funds and on borrowing (R. I. Coml.. Art.

§ 14: Amendment XXXI, §* 1-2). As long As proper legislative
piocedures ale followed, these provisions should pose 1141 significant problem.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Sunlit liber.ili/e4.1 its testi iciiiins on state aid 14) sectarian schools
in tor: 4, while at the same time increasing the obstacles fin aid to
nonsectarian, private colleges. Article XI, section , was amended and now
1111401U. public 'wets or the crvilit of the State lioni being used for the
direct benefit id ans religious or other private educational institution.
I or melts. the poisision also applied to "indirect" benefits, but only to
pik ate collebxs under seetarian control, the et fcct of this constitutional
ptosision can he asoidett in two was s. 1 ifs!, it applies only 11) "public funds"
and state "credit," so that a piogram using mimes Irons lither sources would
not he affected. this distinction was ecogni/ecl hs the South Carolina
Supreme tourt in the 11)72 case, Otlfhtlf?? th 1.e0(1. where all mode',
ecc.ised by an education ,nithilrits, including revenue from hinds, was held

as a trust fund, hi he used to mat.: and guarantee loans to students, and the
(aim t concluded no public money 14 as involved. I he state's credit was not
used either, since the statute specifically stated that the issuance of bonds
woulcl not 1)bligatt. the State to less or to pledge .111%, 101111 of 1.1\JIiMi or la)
matte afl% AMU priatilIn tin their 1.1.,,ment.

I he second was to .,sold bele XI, section 1 is to find that the aid
progiam does not gist? "direct" benefit to educational institutions, Simi, all
111c f c10,1111 1.1%1-% %kyle lleLlticll 11110.11.11M Its Ill ()Idyl 1111)Visioll, Y114.11

1111-Illtletl the %%4 In kl "Indirect" It is not LIC.11 what slalltl.tr(ls the (mlli I will us
iii de Rims!, what o111slIft11' "(lir Cs I" benefit. the \flumes' (,eneral did issue
one I pinion alter the amendment, aPprio. ing "tuition pas went." to students
at we tar lail sk hoots, hut has not giseA his slew. on ans other programs. the
re,1.1ori t.orrimission intended the Jiang(' permit programs aiding Itidents
and peiliaps contracts tot Lei Lon 1spes of training. thus it is likely that the
( tLif t cslluId toll, Is% this in1tr11rttatllin.

utiestii ins might ,dso isc Is to the tI lostirtition,Ilits of aid programs
unfit r the south estahlisionelii chum, n '11 tide I, so:L(1011 2, but 1)1111

Inv 'Lir t Lich t-1111IS Aft' 111IIIct.l. lit //iit/i t. \t! /r, a 19711 I..1SC, tilt'

Iuth ( iql!! 1.111::1 111,.1 the ..Wit' tc.is()111,114 would he

appL inic ill h, it ti the .1,111: Ind te.It't it ititlit it rig 11141
it \,%til;,1 ,Ik".0111..t1 h' the I S, Supieniet.,)Ut In both
/tent .C4I //i/r/1,/ft7, th 111' the porposu, el let in] eittatigli'Ment

dcle!ritirte il there w.111id he iii 4:N1,0)11,4)mo:1)1 411 telroilti. I hereh)re, It
is prilh.rhk th,11 ,1114)+A,Ihle under th. I it llicrldflIcrit V. ill
h. ,rum ,1 inciter Iht st.!te C`11,11)1,1Millit

:!1,111. tilt And 11!.15IsTI ibis sh,willki fl. it fl(csc111

,irit.k 'he, ire ApPlit Ink 1.1 ttiture !i_th';111,'N .)ii the S1.11u, f11,1

t:Tf,.i,r I. 111.m, it crit ,till tilt Aid PH)141,1171S.

PIC f1.)1 I'll', MUHL
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SOUI III DAKO1A

NI tick. VI, Set liott 111t Ole 4.4 DWI) 1).t1..)1.t t oittstion llw State
III kimIpt.1 ismi II) suppf ,1 rninisttl, nl platx III sur ag,1111.1

I 1111C111 .0111 111 1 /Vilit'S 111.11 MO Illoollt'N uI (1111)C115 111 S 1 dik' shall hi'
,t111/1111111.11C41 lilt roe 1101(111 III ,1 14'11101111s 111.11111111 III. 1)c11111g 1111/10

pt't 1114.1111 f1111 c(111( 1111)11, \111111' V11, tirtIiiIn If) 1111hitl Ihr Stale to
Aryl. pf 1.11k. Lind, I111111CS, 1).( I 111 11( IlA111 S11 Ii, ,114.1 .11155 S1.1.1.11 1,11l 10.114 11 11,

Mill 1101101 Set 1.114.111 411,1)111 111111 111 ,ittled III .111111(414'd 11N

111 iN1, in It r)t /).,1,11t1/ t. Shif. Hit. SII111('Illt' (.Mir 1 111 S4)11111 1).1k4 11,1

t 1111) 1111" 111111S 111 ,1111,(111; 11e1\%cc11 Ihx s1.1 le mitt .1
latIt'd 1111i50 .11S 111)e1c11% Ills' Sljle 514)111(1 11,1%1 11,1111 Illy ii11111 111 111 2*)

simIcnis c(ItiL .16141).

t. 'Inc\ s wilt.' al 11,o.k. .1f.//11// it/ /A/k()/(/
t 1h/t4' 1(1 ,1(1/.1.1111., 111,11 111( ~1111111 1 ),t10/1,1 ( 6)11',111111luil 11111111/11, 111C,1.111.

11ctic1ilili1t 01111(11 !chic' .L1111611. %%11411 Mc 110111111() 11 1111' ts1,11111.1111111

1,411)1' '11(' 1 c(Icl.t1 ( 1/11 1111111M,

1.1 Ill' 1111111/ I ),115111.1 1 C141..1.11111 l', iii, 1.5 l'5 11,1`. 1l1l.(111115 (11,0. tell 111111:J.1MS
Atithri/IIN cpentliltork. t,1 ;)..i1)111 11111(1N 14I PHI% iti 111""k` .111'1
11.111,1,1111.1114411 III ptpils ,chinks. 1111111111 141.111 Is 111155 olIcted
I .111tIctils III (11111t 11 !chic' (6)11gs .i1111 11t11%.0.111c., 11111 the 111.1111111(M,

111011st1fc. Mt' l'1150111C 11 11 ,1SIS1,11111. 111 1111,111(111V. (1/11.1111t. 111/11 611

1.11Ilitics. I lit' Limsottinlin.1111 111 plugrarti, 11111 liven I.,Ixl1, ,11111
11)krk Is little 1111i11e111 ~1111111 1).11.0 11fk.,,(1(..n1 upyin 55111111 1h1' 14)111 Is might
rel 11(.1 11(1 III 1).111 .111 1,111',1.1111, Olikli henelo thullhlclaleli
111'0111111101N l'11 111(Itlent.i111., 111 ,t(1.1111 1),a111111ift sIlt.11
pl l',41 AM, 1.5 1115 11 IV 1111.0 \ 1,111,15 1 it ,1.1.1r)Lir)14 t()

Inicr III. 111,411.11 111 1\ ale 11' /11,4.1

1.01,111 M.1111111.111., 11.1%f cf 11101' .11111c,11 11 i 111' 111 i Neil/Ills (t)11.111tIlliffl.11
di( '11S 1.1 1111'0 111111111.111i."11 1,111.01

I I.NNI.SSLL

I i'l 1, t, 01 lit Intl\ It' 1\11,4 ihs III ;II I l'1111Cst,'' 1115 4l11. 0114 .tali .1111

1 1'1 ,5 'lit ..;,C's Mkt 111115 cf N;1Ik 111/41 1111 11.'10,,1111 1)i1,111i Os id lilt' \111I1tic
r 114 it ts.( it ,11)1i1'ir "ttl p.11 11 1'01 11111 5 11 ,111l1

'1, 11 It ,115 (1 II 111 1/15 t,',it, ( '1110111,i! s1111II"t I sit
H ltt tot ship- pr 1.111111cI in \'1111' Ic I. st't 111111 i, 1)11, it Is lilt'

1 tilt >t'1 .11,01

I 'I\ is \' ;ilk I Fit ,u StInt, tItir I

"tilt II \I 'N
", !, I !', '.11, 111 tItttrt

.111, 'PI I:+p ,t," I,
ti r' 1

1,ttc. It ..., kit Litt
tt 11\. t to,tt it, Itt ytt

.ttt,tior'ttt, t tpft!'', 41 III !Ii
111 t t.1 Iii 1 ,t'

t. I 1

.1 it, 1:t1 1'1 .111 I, 1,111 ,
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It is unlikels that successful challenge could he Nought under the
prilliihitions against lending credit in At tide 2, sections 31 and 29. 1 he
prosisiuns arrlicahle only where "credit" is fent flt given and thus would
out appis to .1 program where the source of funds is money that has been
apnrinriatrd Itimi the general funds. Als4i, the tows indicate that if the state
aid is apprirptiated for a "public purpos." then the wctilros are inapplicable.
the nil onlitnin 111 edaul Ali Hi N .1% MI L1.1.0 icd in /ro-t,Sonders tor the put pine
ill gaining tat eempt status, and it is probable that similar reasoning would
he used If, IV.Ith the s.,011C IC soh bit the putpitw lot these N4%-, j( (Os.

Ihr I II I appears to impose greater restricli, ins Im aiding
11/.111uthIn, than (flies the I efiressee in, And ss ith the

States naqc religions orientation this situation is not hist+, to change in the
near future. A, for private, niinsectaian ciillegcs, there shi,tild he nil
ohNI.It It'N I llher d tii,i the ion Ile pl issihilit sit s Hilatiims under the lending of

credit sit tit (11\

1EXAS

i"Ist1"1"") "t CS is .11'P.tf 114, h.iffici 111 Aid

)40 Ito pr Ay t't, k /11CtIVN (1111%in N i t i C N . I In% 'Sir, .1i(1

Ilit(g( Arils ft; klitilkiltlateki IMO ittilicins tact* LlItlikh (UM, Isinns of the
I esas ( ontitution t11.11 ate more piecis and o-stlictive than thos of the

roiled 'states ( (iih lit inn. -11111C I. met, !Hifi pp Ric% (hat "Intl( niuries
he appiii/n Lock! prism' tht hi( hc(1011 1,1 AM well,

ter curie' 1110 Ilt Igft 01111.1(1.'. Il's.1.
d tigillllt111. Llf.sA .1 lIne hchscri Who ((I t11.11 Is t.ii Lin" .inkt

1111' ill.tt Is ..do,'1111111111.1114 Mar 141 dint M1111.1111 /11,11 1110110111M,, %Mill
wt he hatred it .4.1/4 lit ln, t he Imigii.Nt. sit the 1 etas Cum l III \ispcal. in

szo, es .+ molt' AtiRlanke is it 1110. "set LI, 1.m- %III he
dticit.J. lilt. \ wic% I,rnrral ha. ruled that the 1(011(41 s'11,1,11'/.

14r 1,11 k i111%!;!(.111.111,1;, but the II.tr llop.itis Ntlitlent
'ristIt'ir I, ins ti 'iter 11l:ft !idc,1 till ht toll' tulturi.

h% Ck.t% 1,1%! it HI OW pc 1,1L's title ;, fry ,1181 mid 'NI th- 1411

iris, I , ( (1,111tItt,..1 .1fit;1111N rt ;N:ttfl 111.1111111111;

.'P,1,14 tt .1r1t1 Jrlit tilt lit It lets t,tf 11.11e ptlf 011,4'1, hilt
I 1.; tn.t t, nt 11.'1Cf ,f! /tirr, if I ht. t I al\ 1:1:111 01.11

' "1.1.1t I; , t...n,n put p". 1..I ivirp"Ni'N *Ind Ark

" th ;. I. trl ; )1 ;11(1

CI, I 'Icr. t 'I'd 1 1.111

;.4, I; 1'1 01,- mkt 1111.',111:(

( I s, 1.,; I .0, !,.1(1 4; ifl
oil fit 1R.1- :ft,:

tf'.; '1 I; V , !'t .t t its,, ;if ; II 1.,

;.' -; 1t1;, I.I.
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worship, cultist* or instruction, or for the support of anv ecclesiastical
establishment." Although tfa Utah courts might be expected to follow the
United Sines Supreme Court interpretations of the Hist ,onendment in
apph ing \flit le 1, section 4, section 1 3 of Artitle X is more specific in that it
priihihits rpriati rn to aid in the support of anv school, seminary,

atk(n% 40111(1e. (1111VC1 'N11.% (11 other institution, tontiolled in whole, or in
part, hs any thurth, set t ur denomination whatever." I he etacI scope of this
pothibilion has not been estahlished in judicial opinions.

Al title I, section 4 and Article X, 54 ction I i do not refer to private,
now K't I.:1 1.111 ellill.1111110.11 inslit ilium. PIigrams of aid to nonset tarian
st hook que.ti,cd t.ntio ,\r lit le VI, .et tin 29, but the Utah
,nprtnne (Ann se 10 ihpl s. Dt'ke ( (gri) %truest. Utah worts would

rrtepIIst 1,1 111V 010111101i that puhlit funding of a private edutational
institution till a program ill .tired aid to students) is lot a puhlit purpose and
!hero. dil 114.1 sio1ale tha pinsisilm,

VERMON1

he banters s 11 state aid hi private etimatiint ill \ crintol are essential!y
those up b. the 1 ettelal tlislittltioll. 1 he t.ortstitulion of Vermont It:h.
I t, 1 1 1 1 has terseatetlls been interpreted as less tlernardinte than the 1 iist
and I I )1, I I I Ve 11 th rottlinents in the Alva ill state inv4ilventent with religion.
I he Vet ninnt cunstirtoin latl.s Ole suit, prohibitions on puhlit aid to
Net Ltt t.111 111 plIN.11t. l'llth.1111111.11 111011(1110111 01411 !MINI in Ihr l011%1Itil
11110% I11 11111e1 Instead the Veintont tintstitutiiin tontairis a broad and
.11Ilt't .11:111' 111111111.111 /II Io 11W1 puhlit 111//(/ 11111 1" "111111111.11 /"" /161W%I( h I. V I I \ Iht, Ant vine!), ul edlil .101111, 111101 1)11(111t and prisate,

I ht. 411115 real area ill110(.1 tip ht. %nth a tommunits puithise.
MI.V1 11, 1111, ; the .11tdatitv 40. Ntipplvf 1 III 4)( CLt*.sote toneinnient

tant;lernrit with relio prohibited h. the I list Amendment and. in win,
0.111te1 (It le III trt the St.tte
he hero e t \ l i t t i c 1 1 1 1 1 4 , 1 1 1 , m ! I I OH, (ICH III V 1 )11 0 1 1 1 . 11111.1 t 1

tct cr .0 41 t.. ' :ItlitI,II il.tlst 11,15%' het'Il I11,1,R1 III (Ilt'lf 11111111k .111101N 1441 %Lilt'
1',1 1,1 .1N' N 11. ),11:, Illy I,111!t ht thy ( MI 1 III \ CI 111'011 10

'N.+. 1' 1.1'11 if:1'1',111',111 l St/71,1d t 141 1+011 8I it 14tit
I1 1, !,1,_4115 p1.1,ki14.11 501.1,0, het .1(151: 441 ifi sit'41Ve III Ow/ th

,! RAI )1, I he ow tl,'t111d1 v the W1.1114)11 tit the
I lont-tvstment. 11h11.1t1 the pi. o.1. 111 ,11.), )1 1.4:A11115 III

' lli.il 5111,111N, t,,k 11 I, ,1 11'. 111,11 ,r1,Ztti,114414, .A is ticid (is 111.1 ,tt. it _t
5,tt's ,"1 ,i11001 ,1 F11.1114iel/it'!11 in lf,tt it ill, I Pilled lto SCp:if,i(ioti it

,1 111. t \! 1!. k )ritl, th- I !LT% SI tic, ( .017 I I, II \ Ito )11 t
ll! I'4 .' H. ,%.% tcl .0'1 it ..blot 1f III III It II NIkkjill

1' t! :11511,1( .1, sk hi), 65, 41111.$1.:110+, ,r, 1,111,1 41,11111,11k

,; (11.:j 11115 '1..1 thin,: /milk fund. o.t 71111 tcot
s!I 5,4

I ;5! 15 WI 1 '1 s 111111, , his .1"., ,001,
tH 1'14' 11 4!

14, , 1 ;It. 1111', ;" , .1 -.1 II!
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to private and sectarian college. are not as high as ate those to parothial
*Lip r Construc assistants JOTIS And tuition wholatships and loans
trr students attending chtiqhielated 4.1111:ges have cleared the 'Mild', and
therelore the Vermont, tonstittitional hurdles. the outlook (or aid to higher
cdtkation in Vermont is go the puhli, purpii,e is e.tabli.h.:d in the Stile
Constitution. 1..seritiAlls it is the lederal test. that need he met by any
programs established in Vermont, A program that demonstrate. a neutrality
toward religion while Withering the ...now of secular education will almost
co Wink he held valid tinder Vermont

VIRGINIA

Illy ( 011 ill it gnu., 1111 1. IUI houlttl.1 lo .11t1 lot
1,111.111 11111 Aid III set 101.01 ancl student. in

.11,11 institution. fake. 1i/111(.1(14ms other than those posed hs its Ircihmi
tcligitln pret% isil lit. Al licit. VIII, wc.(inn Its plohihits "appityriation III public
1lItii.ls to an. ghoul of 11111114in of II:Al/ling 111)% owned III e11ii.iI:11,
k 01111.41c LI h. 1111' it low hul that se lion

.1 111IIS1.I1 AkIllii111/11ht I )1111.1t1o115 lot et114,..1114)/1.11 11tIlpws "1/1

ifici Anti. 4 if . . eLlticatis 4,1 V1lgtni.l Alitlenis 111 puhlik, noliscoanimi
AR. Nth, N Ol%." SVC 114 )11 I I III AI lick VIII .Mow. "limns Is) itli1011.

rutipl I II it Institution. III higher etIlit I )11 in lie ( mrilth on%
1. host' 11'1111.11S lo pitiS ide .1)11cglatc cdtit ati1 .111(1 not

to phi% lilt. It:Wm!, limning 411 !ha( 119111 .11.0

pCt11111 .5 SIMI; t,1 .41 11t,!! t1441111; Illlwte. 1111 4111%11 tit Ili ill
ctItt mat IA time. at Nklk 11 M.1110111'111..

111k' IC.11111i4 ,psk.% onNif 1%1, ) sittlotl. .I1 \ It :,1111.1

11.1111L'Itit' ( .11111 IV/Cs. Ill Olt' tit st ,///4 LAM.' Il II

\111.1.. III. 11 In I 1 .(1111111/c. llr,in. lo %11.1litql1N

sit 1.0 Lin 4..*)1111:14'... kit 111''2' .1111 1111, Iti11114 -11).)%"

1111,45 A1/11' 111 It1,11105 iii 111 N.111+1.1 19115 .11110111 Pit ,1:1155 11\

st1lo 1(1)1, tit II\ tilts lilt lontlltlit11.11 \t1t Is 4,1 141.111N, !Mt 1.1.111%, .11111 0111,.

Its it 1,'l 111111. fit'l Mist' NUL 11 14111,. 1 it ,',f Ants ki Mkt 111: 111,titt to) N111.111111 ,o III

t !Aft IIINt OW II \ tilt \ III, \ 01111 11 / 1.).15 1111-111'd

1 111,11.1* 114; 01.11 t1C).1s11 /H. 111C 1, 11'111:1.11 l.n1111\ 1..*\ 1`1.1.1 111 11,11)41,111i Anti

thy ili.1111 tilt IltAt 111,1'41 in) 51,.1, ItICNIIi111 In lilt' 1/41

k .1 m' 1 1'1. 1 1111 1.1111 1C\ *-1\:11i/C \I 111.1t \111\ \ III, .ti'tl'e' 11111(.1111'i+
in icsn fl). 1.1 .1,1,1cf Is lit tit LI:1

tItki ILO or tm Irk l.11 .tikl 1,, ht _I: tut .15 .4 I, 'An undo
t.1. 11., 1 1 'this' h. Icp Iv ink t lift, r ,,14,014 L, .11 II; 11tIt1II. si'tSIii. 1.1 lilt'

11111 t, 11 1111 it 1/1. 11t's4 tt r.1\ 111, 111 1111151NI. Ms !Hu,'

1/1' 1./ 11111 v.1 It. 1.1 1,1.1\ 1..14 1t O! 01,11 !tits '4;115 Itt

11 s1-.1 '1:1 11 \/ 1:\ it \ 111 S'!.! //It- 011, 1' 1.1 .1t1,!ctit, .11

i- ..1, 'hurt: ,1/41,,,H Is, It \ !Mk \ III Ih,'

11 % 1 .1 H " .1 \ t t PIM !Hi , I

i ! 1 I I, tit 1,1 I1:1. t1 It, 11,,' I it

tI1 writ, CI). it

N'
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well as loans, to students attending the kinds of private colleges defined in
section II, The 1974 amendment also authorites the General Assembly to
provide for the Slate and its political subdivisions to make contracts wish
private institutions for educational and other related services.

WASHINGTON

Programs of aid to private colleges ( universities, either sectarian or
nonsectarian, lace tihstmetial hurdles in the Constitution of Washington. The
prohihitiims of Article I, section I I, and Article 9, section 4 place serious
restrictions on the use of state funds to aid sectarian schools. Washington
cases and Attorney General opinions indicate these restrictions are greater
than those imposed by the 1 irst Amendment of the United States
(1(111sIllUtiim. the Washington Supreme Court has im tsso occasions held
unconstitutional public transportation of parochial school pupils. A released
time program has 41so been held unconstitutional; there are no reported caws
challenging Washington's shared time program. In the recent case of Weiss v.
Remo, the Washington Supreme Court held uniArnstitutional a program of
grants to needs and disadvantaged secondary and elementary students at
nonpublic schools and a program of tuition grants to resident students at
nonpublic colleges and universities. the court found thew plans invalid under
Math the I irst Amendment and Article 9, wt .1, 40 the Washington
Constitution, which requires that and miumil maintained or supp(attu by any
public funds he free from sectarian control or influence.

Ar;icle 8, section S of the Washington Constitution prohibits grants and
the lending of Ow slaty', credit t! i ass individual in corporation but it is not
clear how this secti11 would he applied to a ph ig! am which passed muster
antler f i.

WEST '/IRGINIA

I he ( linst 'tuft In (it 11et Ionia appears to hate harriers to aict ter riis Ate
Loilegv. or two...J..111es flu higher than thilse posed h the I irst Amenklmcnt
ter the I noted States (Am.( Milli ni I here is little t.ast. law on iticle III,

1,, the irk.,,,iorn rat religion prioiro n iit the West Virginia (

h. '0 I he It',Ithrh: .1C i Stite re/. i ut I Jut tittfIli ( 197( I) I n

//i/qtres the Ai.st Siwr erne ( 41.0 !Wind t hi 1111 bus tr.insp,ir Litlon
rut ttl!..thie, preadult, 111.11 t dens. this tt.sti.palAti,itt Amild dew, Iii the

htitirch .01d their parents the ctitial priites tiiin lit
114 ,th.tt inteid hs. the I Mt:Mirthfit of the I rued 'st ilea
( their iit reliritu I reedurn in 11i11.111irrl .it Itic I list
\nit niirtierit iit the I tilted 'states .11;(1 'tAttt s.

tlrrt.11iriil it the Mipleht:11+1\ phi% Isst ins )1 `St't. tnin 1'; it \I (ILlt: III i;i the
. .1 \ it 41,11.1

St_ k I It rl ii rrl \r !Ric \ nlr ,1111511. 14f Ant, III 1'1 1(1 ,fist ..1 .01\ if

hut thc 1'1 415 th it ,'t the ..(1'kilt rit
t i1 [ht qi

h
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!het arc nn repiii ted (let isinos 111 CAWS ruling on the Linistitutionalits lit
West 'irginia's programs tor siintrAting fur services, brans, and ne,:d grants.

WISCONSIN

11;111%,:i,irli. .tillt.14 mitt Homo:, siht.. In WISLIII1S1t1 111110
A1111 NeNer.il MI111)11,11 etillIflArICIll fl% tit ogr,lin ing vrictidititrc
lit pithik hinds ',lust pass musk! tinder S'Istonsm's "oubli4. purpose
,I.K.tr mg% t ptihht ntlipise nitiI not unlr.ncric the

,0/1 St3tt. (kb, .%4( ;; 1, 1`)h),
Olt. (viihihitil ins the Iviitling ul !ht. Lic(111 4)1 the St.lte 1WiN.

t A0,1 the hvoulimitt A pall lit Mkt flAI 1111111r erticril. IN'is,
VI. ; I M. I 111.11k . W44:1.8111', ("1/CgCN 4/1(/

lin ow sil;t Ar !Ifni Ica 11\ the legit', lAtiNt Anti ill, Al licit'
5C1.1,1ri IS it 1,V1.0,.i1slhs hoihid., the (1r3%ing Irt rrimit.%
Inoin treasiii -111( the hvricht lot rcliw.iii% .41,10 ie.., 4)1 teilgiu(s 1)1
111c1114;;1.al

Stip, cwt. ( .Ill!! it VItt ithin SIIItis'd .111 ,11).s'llipl t.t 4r3n1 hind. Its
.1 .8 1'41 ithin ill the litthlit, lt1/1)%e 11.t1111ee In !SW) in

( /fie i. II/tip/1/c, it Allpt'Al s lh.lt lilt Ask' night MO he
Ih sIIANISV lilt' II! nilittern L, diclitio

I 311(1 tit the LI ,r1stitlItil,11 Ric
11 Jill! 41.. Of. ,,l1,1,1 It's ho Igr dm. I itiant LIE .irf,ingentents
,o,tvikh kir r flirt ,!% itt' it Iht. slot. collo 111'111%

o f ' t 1 , 1 1 1 l 1 1 . 1 . 1 1 . 1 % tit
. t 1 1 ' 1 1 i t t L I ohi 4,t1 1. Ins h.nt. bcil

,11);.+, ,1 1), 1% : 11854!? 1/4ItIr 1. I Hlis, t110 Mt",
rl fl,if!,1 1,1 .1,1 tic k 11.1V4Vs ,111:111,1 11:41. I (c lit ,)1111W.Ifl

Int 1t 111 D.',WII1114 1 p CU, i i Inlvf 11.t ,,n)? 1 cmcrIt 11 i it.ttr 0.%

r)(.1 II! I d' k..1 \.% r hurt. tilt':.,i 11I, .11. III I' 11,.,. it !h.' St.C. .11/411,

It t tI I 1,;!TI?1.1flt pIi): 1,11'p,Is4 Wit 14, Ort'f r'Irlt
I 14, Is 0'
P",... t 41 net , trhi % ttl. rr'

I;';" I ,`'. VII,tht!'.-..:1! t !,

, ;n, rfl

"i 1. thr , -ii' 01, insist
I. fl. p'.0111)

;",
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Wel li Ihr h.11,r enured 11141 the tilt Itle111.11 th'11e111 11 .111N 14.1.1.1r1.111

kink ri1 11,1111141 lit' slight.

In %it% ill the litlatl that 's'iishairrn '.interned a tuntiatl 1,0,Aecti the State
and the 01(11thre1a1ed I int% et sit to the sttilar professional edtitatio m 4)1
kleiitht,, the Wist tonsil( Supreme Court's re.ltit.t ttat.irtltIron lit the federal
etahihlimerit and tree cser the tlathes ma restr iL so erel the witch! um.,
Wider 11111.11 the State 111.11 .11(1 thIt'LlIt'd undergraduate edutalii on. It the
t t's hultling In \''/N/rotirr, 1. applit able tit undergraduate cdtitatilm .1i Nell
IN 'It &Mali edut.,iirttn, the 1411141%111g It'St r Kir( /11.6 Will ttttlat1t1 in .1111

LittlI 111t)111litltt hit .1111 dlth:11-1Clatt1t1 IllstIll1114111s1

I I Ihr 1.11t1h1 111110 1111111 the Ilse tit State hinds 11) the .Willltlil lit the
til.'r edtrtatlimal twit iliM II AC .11 t' tit 1111411u4)tc.

'1.1 111C st.IttlIt1 .1110Lild W111111.111 X11 requirement that stmlents in the
Of igi.thl" eif 1111.11111icills slippg)t!et1 Like religitilis ,I pier CtitIlslit' 1111

.01111..0. In i of t r,ittll.11 It iii.

1 it the stattItt1 IlltIst flirt It'glIkItt. t1.1. 1)1 IllstlItIlll11.11 /ht.% alit isle tht'
ctith...111011.11 tIt'11.11t nicht 'If aril

itkir 1, 1tLII(rn1 lh id the ( trIN1111i111tfl Aids Olt' plus Isetul that the
depar t t ttr pr (111111 !OA illtht he t. /1,11,1111'. Itmetii)11 horn
art Lio t.%ine. id the milt arid that 11,1%111(11! ht. 111,11.11. 11

I s ell .1. ph Ided fist ATHA 1111111,Ititt11. 111 (.1)11 111.'

11,itthe lei tIvrit.11 rdut,ltlun III ;10411%, its det

'N flee 1 Ilbith1 tt,1% in i le will. \or Is til474' I I It thelIt'
/e .t:.11 %1,11,i,l1,?14'.1,i71 A.11, el)til I 11),h ofIllsts

ti't t 1% (11 ,fe Ill()% 4' ), Ill el411,114/

t,IN 7N It Pi/if/VI/4 It/ ,lee It 'I /1 .071'7efit t' 'II I Pri!///ilt/.

I tl I .I''i't rut r11 fte11 11/14.) Itt:. I /MC e.1 1114' t the th.L ipirric lil
,;.1,1 1.4V 4...1oL,IL In the Il1411 .1 1lfe oltNNt,I .11-N III Ott'

I .1 Nt S,livcrup- .)1' tin(1:fliz ri /dit.Ifi 111.0 thin. ("1..111.1
711,1:fr, I l,..t1 th,.! !Ira milk:1)01(1cl 1 ,11

q1',.:1!, Ink k, ( 4111 sif .,(t.r
i l,h_ to i,. its' It +`, ,'Crt: tte!

NOW's('
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0111111.1111)11.11 1)1 Wl1.111.111 imtltuti,m 4)1 "NOt i.1111)11." the WNutuitig
\III)Itte (pelletal ha, ruled ,hared time PIM) l( JONI/10114 Mal. but
irn rthn and the payment cot "istatatifon pav" tr, rine whf) elects lf, send his

thild I.) p.iwthi.11 %Iwo' .1 dillrrcnt diontl, Who than II) .1 111/111 it

st. hi II II. .11M ) ut a &Mien! &qt. t, 11,n,c httn titled tattomstitonnital. I he
!North.% wrier.ti ha, ruled that Inc pm. mi.nt 101 thk. !miff in Iur ItantlIt amt.('

thiltlicti tending pf Rate 1W1 1111%%1111t under (et. I.1111

tit kli11113111,%, but 011% rr,ult .an hr cnl.titit.t1 in gt part tht. tt.1.11
I t' flIt'll 1)1 Ihr illdc111% utl .1111 i, .,1 1111111ell .11111I it31111 S

%VIrlimg has a hurl gtlar.illIce ngt mit, but theft. is no) rep,ntcd AM' ruling
In I. LI 1110 Iffill111),1111

sti 8 1)
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APPENDIX B

Grant and Scholarship Program Highlights

In the tiilluw inv. page., .elected highlight% (Pt ogniit.ant giant' and
pri)gfaITIN .11114111g the thirt.thive state%witilturrent programs are

,unirnaflit'll. I hIs 111,11l11.11 1..uhllnided Intl) ditint.tivc categuries hluws:
.1(11 prtigr.lm. haw(' in need; 12) shulaiNhip prgram.; (.3) grant

prilgr am. ni,t bawd tin need, and (1) eduL ii)nal prog .. an). for the disatIvan-
ta,:ed I able. \I and \II at the end lit the .AppentIok tabulate the
.1.1rhin:trAti%c tc.itures it the needb.s.ecl grant. and the Lholar ship programs.
I he.t. teAture. int.ltrkle the name III 1:411.11 pmugram, eligibilitN taL tor.,
'ctf 10.114 11, tInidIng .114eilLN and di.trihtltiva, impact

Nredliased Grant Programs

1 ,,st.nt%tuur ( 21) %tate, (I lurikla, Indiana Iiis m, Kan,a., Kentut.1.,, \lame,
MiLhigan, 4,111111e 11%*,4)1,1f I, N.)Ith tarulina, New lersN.

New `I, irk, N,Ir th Dakota. ()hit). ()I eton. South (.arulin,l, St)titli 1).1kt),J,
I crInt-s.cc, It' .14, Vt.1111101, 1141111j, V.IN1111g1t)11, and tVst.()11%ill) (.1111C1111)

tte neekl.b,14,ed .lit pr110,r Am,. In Om teen O 4) state. (I
\tnth (trultri,l, \to th Dakt)t.t. ()hit), Sinith

1,,I)111 1).110)1.1, I enne,,ce. I c.1., tIgif11.1, .1flt.11V.s.ittrigturt) Oh% pc 4)1

thi .cp.e.ent. the pr int..1).)1 virt).R.11 I.) .Illdent .11d. III e.101

n.').,1 1. del!ne.1 it ttcrIk'r .1! 0131 .1111u1.1111 fit'Les,.11 t,l .,11101(.1

AT, in it 11,,thet Ic., the 'student Ni.tderit Luntribtrtitm
.it .IN tt.:U111Ilk.'d tl, ,I ILI I riet'lk

! N rn I h.. tech I 4, t.ttes I. ), !k1.1, 1.1,..101(1.etts,
1 , ',I ,irR, Vito, I ) t k t I ( ))tit(1 1).)k)t.1,

I ti1t1(K, 111(011, .11111 VI .:41i111.:14)111 111,11.1' their need,haNed grant prugr tills
; r . ?. Ili cdticr pIIIML ,r A ly 11 Arc

:1 4H.- (..1!i, oi 111(0.,cr, 1 ttich
1'r,_f!,1'r1:. lir -..11( (.i:citt\ Ansl LifIr.ur \Wu% I

' t If. t, k \1

A . t ill " r!il ttl 0.1, Intl lent N.ce, the
t.% . t In 1-.1 t.. , .)n hut PA if d,

I. i_ t,; ...IL, 1 11,, unit minv,
1 1t \ i , t s s t _ h I . 1 P r I I I I) O. rr

t! . : ' 1!t ti.,

Si
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grant awards. I inallv. in Minnesota the grant funds mav he expended tor
tortir in and lees, brooks upplies, and other experi.es in that order

I he Iinant ral assistan .r' proglarthi.urrently operative in Massat.liuwtts and
NH? th cfflutina Genera/ \rule St hohrrships and (.Orttrat is to 11/ow Private
Irt.tita trim to ldittati ter State' Appropriated Se hotarAltips to Needy ,N'orth
( ambit(' .Stadeit. I cspet. 'IVO\ Cssenle, needhased grant program,,

111(A1g11 Cat h stme tlassitics Its award as a ..htlarship. 1 1)1 c.11/1111C,

"%t lil)lar ship is tletincd hv North Landon., as an imemirmhered award 4 /f
1114111C \ 1)1 1111r.' II 1.111111 h41.%11 %old 411) nerd and lint 00 at adentiv
Likewise, %lassaLhusetts does not require demonstrated at ademit potential of
ahrhts in its awarding lit funds, but only the presence of IinanLial 'wed.

111 1551) st.tIcs, and Vermont, the award ma% he used hs
on-tate residents to attend ci!ller puhlit. of private Institutions out ol state,

Lillie \I al the end of this .,ppenths sunimarries adnirnrstralie features.

Scholarship Programs

I. 1011l1 stilt's (( .1111()1111,1, C011tItt liutll, 1111114)1s, 111(11,111A, 14 PA a, kalls,1,

kerlItliAs 1.1i 1.1r)(1. MIL hiltan. No% Nt' Yrok, ( )1 Cgl in.
Rhutle Island, Vern;rit, %Vest Virginia, And %Vistwis1111 rent-

IS operate st holar.hip 111 igrams. In Ilse states IConneIitill,
I1r.1.1nd, Rhilde anti %Vest \.,'Irgorilaj, .irih prograrus AFC the 111.114U
Aror1414.11 sllItIC111 thlhugh tiinnektitItt, Illinois, and \1,nN1,111(1 .11.4)

,t I 1, Li ph 114'4,11% 411 institutional support for their intltpendent Lolleges
Intl 4441...L.4.01 .c., cash %late, 111e )1,1r 0I 1n program etithilk Aux%..11.11t It

the tudrit .111er14.1.1tiot either 11111111L 4111 11111.110 111%11111114111 1)1 1141411c1

t.jtIL Anon. i.,lth s 1 . 1 1 1 01.1g1.1111 is 11 ) 1 1 1 1 ) 0 1 1 and Inl,inti,ll need is

1)11..k1c11:4.1 if 1'1/4111.1! 1111pur lailLt ill 111 Li ItiiPtil.11 lit the Ass,iriI in lit teen lit
the so.entecii t.rIe. %/cumuli And %Vim. the tIIII NllItll

1.1 011,, I !nark lal 111 IllCsc .1.11c, h hut L

N:411it ,in tilltr t in the a%.144.1111f: L114)1.11511111 funds.

I en .Lite. Ilissa. Kansas, \Iihit.in. Ness
't )1 Rhooktu I ankl \Vest itinkor re.tr1tl the 1151' iii

-.n.p..nh'n lurid. ti, ,ind htlt 'sew 1 )1115 al (I nt,n, t.cd h)r
tut,r1 \I;ntit..4it,1. sk.hirl.trship thrill. m.o. he usocnt1'1.1 for Inc,;in"
Ind .111cr titrin., in that iv dui 1)11i\ .

ti '0,1tC Innt'L r1, lc! Verin No, 5Art1,I, Rh,,,j,. 1,1,111,1, art,t

,rti,,nt ANA, he ri,ed ht C:l11.11I ttr,iltendeither ptrhhi.
p. 01- int '.1.11C. VV. Jt'!.4',, n,,\\ i .r'r,'1'slrt.is the

,,t nut n.)+, hi. , .t-th.' hi 'IC; 11 fitimhtF ,41

In I In t \ fl-T' IT \e 11',011'1. 11 ea 1155'51 \1'l

-- 011.' OtInt'f, [It priir4f Nail
! ti if t,ttrt. ( .1; .trIti

j" -1'1' 4'1 ItH,1 ,1 51.11 01111 p! r4'.1!IIN I tit- Art:
cl ! :1111'1 (I, POI st.11(' .11,1 then,Ili 'I it And

f",1 tr!l Ii1 :If i`14,'.1III

1 I t , i1, 1I1!, tfl,f
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used at milli, odate it stitutions while the California award is not portable and
must he wed in stale; (2) the California icholarships ate Its lulltime
students oils while the Connecticut awards are available to lull in part-tim
students; (11 11w Ca Morelia Scholarship awards att limited ter tuition and tees
while the (:iranettitut &hatch include whet legitimate educational expenses;
.itid it 1 he nusinium minim) amounts of the "aids ditter for the two
states.

Grant Programs Not tiJsell on Need

I ate stmes, Alaska .ind Georgia. h.ise Inuncial assistance pliigrams lot
0'14.1'111% .ttending private colleges and universities which may he classilied
grmit programs not Isased ten lived, Alaskal's Nihon Graft pra440, Itttrgniirs
no need Lit lot ; the hinds from a grant under this priwani e% epended

tuition) mid tees, hiHrks, and rDom and hoard. I he ni.nOmuni gr..nt
asailable under this poi*, atii is S 1,100 per sear. During lista! I972.7.1..in
mu, Age awmd of S 1,017 was made to 7 Vi students attending pi ivate
ms,ltulions of higher learning. Huth tullIime and part-time students are
eligitile 1111 AIJSk.I' /IN/4M (artilll

(Ion KW.% 6141171. 4111t1 tiriatillip% lu (.;r/ /eye' Str/t/errts flenAny Private
( recognises 111 t litCd tatItrs. A Iisrd g: Mit it S100 per student is
anittiliriied And in.'s he used I, ,r It11111111 oils, Resent legislation will inuease
the turient tised gr.int trim) S11)0 to Sti110 pet student; hilweyer. it is not
antit,ipated th.11 It:i% ilk, CAW Null inatcrialiie until fiscal 197.37t, because III
mu Mk 31)111411111.111111 ha fist al 1974.7i. Go Pi KI ant program, unlike

ti, lull Bite student,.

Eduealiunal Opportunity' Programs
for the 1)isAdvinfmtv.1

I tIO: st (( ..11114 )1 114a. Ness Urfa Ness loll,, Pniissls,inia, and
i his e ctill1..11111111 1,1)11411 ain't\ III t Warns .I/e.ititalls fir el It'd

tio,%,it LI Ow rttm.tntlt.tlls dis.idsantacted student. igiants MC h.t ed tin
need, and ,o,ints .IA .11It'd 11$.s ht used tut attend i.'11110 tittlitit in pm is Ate
uhtootioli of hi/;ho cdus.ition. In 14.ncral, these piogianis .11 till ail.
to )1!I r

1,1 pr.%'4.1 spet.tai pe..%tr.inis .,fl %%reciting, testing. lainselatg,
twig, and

2 I. lurid. tell tit:tom .,(1intatto. t,. 4, tth
.1. %%!. ti, 't 1111:11.1!, Mill Li Illitltlisatf )1 \ LI MINI: Starts; regular

rn 1.'1h:ft 1111t', ifICtINir And h.. tell, pre ....nal
penses, ...1101111g, tt,1%,1, And ht. ilih and tesibiuks

suppLe.

( t '.,rn; I s ( .41/, 44- e ei)/isr turilt (i?.(rit ilt; h prlf11.11111, lull +itItictit%
!1.,; pun, hilt student. .1! fill( pr. at!nite.1 If

t.n.%,!slres, Ih.
. l . , I t. h.. A, .Ind pert

hit



the maximum award tradable is 12,200 per year with an aYerage of
$1,21nppryfstr. A student may participate in this program fora M4104101U111 of

how (1) i rare.
New jerses's Ldututional Opportunity hind Program (EOFP) is directed

toward the recruitment and financial toistance of needy New jersey students
who wish to attend institutions of higher learning. The program meets up to
100,, of coos not nsrred bs the financial resowces of the student.
Lligibilits for continuation in LOFP rstenc's tar a masimum of six if)) years.

he 101P award is portahle; however, only ;0% of -he opportunity grants in
.anti one sear mas he used at institutions of higher education locatel out of
state.

In New Yolk tur Js granted under the //iiiher 1.ducution Opportunity
Program WW1') are considered supplemental the masimum award is

S 1,i00 per sear with an .overage grant of 11,100 per year. Owing liscit
1'17 V7.1, 5.1i million was appropriated. 01 this amount, 51.4 was

awarded to students attending private colleges and universities. Students who
are to participate in this propane May receive assistance for a

masimum of live 15 sears.
Pennss Isania's Higher. tilututifin Oppurionity NI is directed

toward remedial, counwling, and tutorial services; funds awarded under the
program do not %riser tud.on and lees. At this writing, specific information
with regard to the masimum grant asailahle, aserage grant award, and term of
eligihilitv is not available.

Aw.irds made under Wistisism's Meru Int entor Prwram may he used to
Jetra the costs id tuition and lees, risrm and hoard, hixo, supplies, and
perm CW% 1 he masimum .1% .trd under this program is S 1,00 pin

i.e L
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Table XI BEST COPY AMIN

Ntestliastif Grant Proicams

F letida

pit4/11 darns I 11):4414 %hit !reit Assist Ante I.ranIs.

Pubis ,PI r ale: Kolb.
onsprOttse: Nos.

'Sees! I As lit Nes.

Av at d Not41$1c.

keshit 'mow 'tone.
I unsling IrrtI: I y 4 I S 1.6941,0410.

Ailmeno.te/Ing Agen.N I Imos14 Depar !num' all I dui alum.
Ilpsitibutimilmp,st I. An Ade aid nut lu esseeil S 1,200 pet

Whims

141*

rear. 11)101/44 the fist.al
11: II 71 students *toe liatis/ed with

ip.olt nl ofoos mulch S1,110 pet student.

Pt uitC/ Jill Nalne. C JutAtionai a 4/1 1 P1 OW AM.

P. 1%4W. With.
Iffilitc11 4%9.

'Seed / lot : Nes.

A*.I a Pelf Lillie %el.

Krslrsthuns. 1 united to tuition and tee..
I undout IN $1.100.0410.

\art' II1Wr I 404 40/11.11 11.60c ivionossioo.
Do.tritiution itodo An a *.nd 'MI to rutted S I. IMO

tCC%. *11,,fli".$3 1% 1,11' lesser.

40 Aserake

('(I .sae In tullsun and

P7,4414111 *N.IffIV 1 tred,lrtt tO I hill I.fAnl PIIIII,14/11
,sate

wrtpchto.t. .44

\t.I.,1 I for
14,1 ,r Lit:ht: No

I .^41O4 I to 111014,41

I orid'il,, 1411.,,,ww,

1:4t14,`,, St:44 S,.I.); Af tIft
1 l".4,1t) Imt,l.t 'lilt to ri.eCkt her fir Rifilon _441,4

'co", Ve'1,, 4t 1"..1't .01 10:

I At,: 04.44!

4,.
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MT COPY MAIL !
Table Xl (Continued)

Need.Based Grant Prowams

1uvra (tenting/4rd)

Kettrit hunt: 1 inflict, to tuition and Wt.
1 unsling level: Nicnniutts 1971-7$ $111.1/00.0011.

Adintnethettent agent : Nigher 1 Jutatinn 1 at ilnics Cout.; Aeon.
111n1tothtson Imp... I: An .10 AO not Pt e %teeth II.0410 per seat, With an atetaigr

award of i90,4) per ttudetil.

Kansas

Pt mu int %ante lumen's (It .1111 Prufpam.

/*Onk 'Pt AI( Pt tt Ate.

tunicIslove- Nto.

'iced 1 at tut. et.
Award Pn; tante:
Resnik twits: 1 ItilIffIn Old Oct",

WIJI114 1' 71 I 2, i0Q.0041.

J.nontstctantx a4ent : Mate 1 Jut anon t umninston.
Unto Jtutinft Iftip.4. tn.4%ontunt award of S OM ll tuition and feet, whit h

etc, n, the letter.

Kenny. As

%lame

I 11t 1.41 1 tram..

Pr r. air.

r.

I 11,11.°,1

.reiorlvd..
ilietcr I .1,,,..osort
l, 0411 taut ot !hi 4,.cf.41,;17

WV,1,0,I11110) VC! cnt.illt'd
111,k 1 cat.o.itIort.

"'tit

Ir

I I afctn



Maine tonlinuedi

1),1thillIst/1,1111fhlit

Pdatuchuw1is

BEST COPY IMOUNILE

Table XI (Continued)

NetdBased Gram Programs

Art Aviar41 nut 14 eteet1 S:60 per belt. An elleimbe in
otmr ot ie.% I/101 f I 1.01H1 per tear must he &mono/4'1rd
rn wile

Pr ottr.et) Scent. (WIWI %14{E 4...144,14011P...

'Pr /44111i.

I ompiclolne:
Seed / a.lur. Ne.4.

%*.sr41 1.0(14hIc Ir..
10:0114. Itions: %lw

unthrott 1 't I- $9,i#111,000.
\Jnsln,tilrl ant AtClIt' kiss' .01.4311r.

1/nIrolltehoft lutp.st. I' 1rt ..* 4id /WI kr (*Steed $`004) per ,

Mn ',rears

P...4, pp. Si.priq. I (11'4n! 1.1110,1/11.

Pokli Pr is ir Pr .fir.
I imiorlill%r

I 4k tot 1 v,

kirSif It /tun, I um tr,1 I. 1kpli4.: .irod her,.
I tipi.11/1,4 11 1.1 I

AolittirsIct 414 .4,40%,, Illtet4t I II4,41Itlit
It .rri1444I In IntIt It. tI 44% Ir 1 ,111i lit rF.rt 1 S I r.lt.

P

I lift r tt 1

:t' tot

tt

.t'' t 't ,o" I to tot 1I t I ,
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Table XI (Continued)

NeedBased Grant Programs

Missouri

Program Name: Student Grant Program.
Public/Private: Both.
Competitive: No.
Need 1 actor: Yes.
Award POI table: No.
Restrictions: Limited to tuition and fees.
Funding level: F Y 173.74 S3,500,000.
Administering agentv: Commission on Higher Education.
Distribution/Inipact: An award not to est:cud S900 per sear, with an average

award of 3595 per student.

New iertey

Program Name: I uition Aid (.rant.
Publit!Prkate: Private.
Competitive: No.
Need I at tor: Yes.
Award Portable:
Restrictions: Limited to tuition and fees.
I unding Y 1973-7.1 $4,000,000.
Administering agents : State Scholarship Commission.
Distribution/Impat t: An award not to exceed S1,000 per year.

New York

Program Scholar Incentive Awards.
Public ;Private: Roth.
ompetitive: No.

Need I at tor: 1 es.

Award Portable: No.
kestrit I invited to tuition and tees.
I unding lesel: I y I (r72-7 i $21,202,6S.1.
Administering agents: State Lducation Deism Intent.
Distribu Omit I m t: An award not to e\Leed ShOrl per sear, with art average

.:rd ut S2 Tr, per student.

North Carolina

PI )gr Name.

Path.
( ompetitic:
Nced f actor:

Adullnistrallon 01 Stale AI)PlopflAt'd
Ncedt Kurth t at ()luta Students.
Pro, ate.

No.

94
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Table Xl (Continued)

Need-Elased Grant Programs

North Carolina (continued)

Cal AMAMI

Award Portable: No.
Restrictions: Not available.
I unding level: F y 1971.74 $,600,000.
Administering agency: Board of tiovernors of the University of N nth Carolina.
Distribution/Impact: Not as AAR:.

North Dakota

Program Name: State Student I inankial Aid Program
Publii/Prkate: Both.
Competitive: No.

Nee,' I at tor: Yes.

Award Portable: No.

Restriitions: None.
I unding level: Biennium 1'17.1-75 $715,000.
Administering agenv : Student I inantial Assistance Agency.
Distribution/Impart: An award not to esceed $500 pei year.

Ohio

PI OgI .1111 Name: 11111 (1011,11 (,1.111i Program.

PubliL 'Pik ate: Both.
t oinpetitie: No.

Need I attar: Yes.

A%ar LI Portable: No.
Restrictions: I inii.ed to tuition and lees.
1 wading, l'71 521.300,000.
Wwilnisteting agents : Board of Regents.
DistrilititionimpaLt: An award not to exceed $ 1,320 per year. with an .ielage

award of 576'3 per student.

Oregon

Program Nerd 03111 wards.
Pohl I.. P11% att.!:

III11111.1111% C: NU.

Need I ,11. tor: N es.

said PM t.thC: No

RestilL NOM'.

11,11.11,1g !t'.c1-. 1iienni.ini 197 $

%lininisterIng ,11;CrIt \ SIMI.' tichuI,ushih l (11111111sSIOn.

thLitlim Impat 1: A maXimulm ird ut $1,',1)1) per s cm, nil to u \Lccd
(rt the studvnt,, tinanLial need.

95
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South Carolina

Table XI (Continued)

Wed-Based Grant Proton's

Program Name: 1 uition Grant Program.
Public/Private: Private.

Competitive: No.
Need F ac tor: Yes.

Award Portable: No.

Restrictions: Limited to tuition end lees.
F unding level: FY 1973.74 $4,000,000.
Administering agency: Higher Education Tuition Grants Committee.

Distribution /impact: An award not to exceed $1,500 per year, with an average
award of $1,235 per student.

South Dakota

Program Name: State Student Incentive Grant.
Public/Private: Roth.

Competitive: No.

Need Factor: Yes.

Award Portable: No.

Restrictions: limited to tuition and fees.
F unding FY 1974.75 $150,000.
Administering agency: Secretary of the Department of Lducation and Cultural

Affairs.

Distribution/Impact: An award not to exceed $1,000 per year (Program im-

plemented July 1, 1974).

Tennessee

Program N,tine: Ioition Grant Program.

Pliblit Both.
t ompetitis,e: No.

Need I actor:
V.vard Portable: N.
Restr it lions: Limited to tuition and tees.

unding lock I `V 1971 71 $ ',250.000.

dminister agerh Student A ,',1%tariLe Aent.y.

Distribution,Impat t: Award ranaes from 5100 to $1,000 per year.

texas

ogr.011 NarTle: 1 lilt1011 I qualiiation (,rants.

Puhli Trpate: PrPa1c.

t orntt1P.e: No.

Need 1 aLtor, NI es.

Award Portable: No.

96
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Table XI (Continued)

NeedBased Grant Programs

Texas (continued)

Restrictions: Limited to tuition only.
unding level: FY 1973.74 -$5,000,000.

Administering agency: Coordinating Board, Mesas College and University
System.

Distribution/Impact: An award not to exceed $600 per year.

Vermont

Program Name: Incentive Grants.
Public/Private: Both.
Competitive: No.
Need 1 actor: Yes.

Award Portable: Yes.

Restrictions: Not specified.
Funding level: FY 1973-74 $2,841,5V.
Administering agency: Vermont Student Assistance Corporation.
Distribution/Impact: An award no to exceed $809 per year.

Virginia

Program Name: Scnolars;iip Assistance Program.
Public Private: Private.
Comdetitke: No.
Need I actor: Yes.
Award Po:fable: No.
Restrictions: None.
I undint level: I Y 1973-74 $75,000 1974.75 55 30,095).
Adm:oistering agency : State council of Higher Education for Virginia.
Distribution; Imp"ac t: An award not to exceed 5400 per year.

Washington

ogram Name
Public Prp.ate:

oroputitie:
Need I a, to::

a:d Portable:
Restrictions:
I unding el:
Administering ageno, :
Distr:htit:ori

State Need (rant Program.
Roth.
No.

1 es.

No.

None.
Y i 1-74 51,650,(100.
()Limit on Higher F duLatton.

d Flo \ Ced St)') Of the student's
t inam.1,11 need p"t eAr.

97
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Wisconsin

Table XI (Continued)

NeedBased Grant Progr, ,ms

Program Name: Tuition G.aiit Program.
Public/Private: Private.

Competitive: No.

Need Factor: Yes.

Award Portable: No.

Restrictions: Limited to tuition only.
Funding level: Biennium 1' 73-75 $10,100,000.
Administering agency: Not available.
Distribution /Impact: An award not to exceed $1,000 per year.

911 101



California

Table XII

StateAdministered Scholarship Programs

Program Name:
Public/Private:
Competitive:
Need F actor:
Award Portabl...-:
F..111-time,'Part-time;

Restristiontil
I unding Level:
Administering Agency :
Distribution/Impact:

Connecticut

Program
PlIbIlL /Pr rate:
competitise;
Need I actor:
Ass ar d Portable:

I ll11111The Paf ttime:

Restrictions:

I ..trading I esel:
Adillinisteong gencs
Oixtrihtition t:

Pt rtoi',

I'r tole

o-me rinse:
Need

1.c.trJ Portitile
ti

ke.7t'
Arld:/14

I) ,InIv,,I)I1

. tI

Competitive Scholarship Program.
Roth.
Yes.

No,
ulltime only.

Limited to tuition and fees.
FY 1973.74 $28,506,000.
State Scholarship and Loan Commission.
A maximum award of $2,500 per year or tuition and tees.
During fiscal 19737.1, lottvsiss per Lent (16 ) of the
.1.Ite's scholarship awards were reLcised by students
Al 1i:riding pi bate colleges and universities. this repre-

sented 78,7'. of the 528,506,000 allocated for this
program. An average award of S1,0.44 was received by
each student.

Conipetitise Scholarship Program.
Both.
Yes,

Y es.

Yes,

Both,
Scholarship funds may he used tot tuition and tees.

books, board, or any legitimate educeional expense.
I NI (i7 i-74
Commission for Higher Education,
An award riot to exceed S 1,000 per scar.

met, t,111,.ttion Stirdcrit ,sisrin..e I ass.

Binh.
es.

`, es.

No.

I iii! -liner 'n Is .

I milted to luilurn arlcl tee,.
1.1- ;.; ; SS`1.rhill, hill.

',Lou
1,1 d rant tot Lcid per sc.rr It tuition .1.11(1

\Olik hrscr I, lilt:IC.1,yr.
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Table XII (Continued)

State-Administered Scholarihip Programs

AVAILABL- E

Indiana
Program Name: Sc;iolarshiti Program.
Public/Priva

Competitive: Yes.

Need I actor; Yes.

s rrd Portable: No.
ulltime!Parttime: F olltime only.

Restrictions: Limited to tuition and tees.
I muting level: Biennium 1971-73-314,938 164;
dministering agency: State Scholarship Commission.
Distribution/Impas C An award not to exce S 1,400 per year or tuition and

fees, whichever is tile lesser.

Iowa

Program Name: low a Scholarship Program.
Public:Private: Both.
Competitive: Yes.

Nee.1F actor: Yes.

w PlIttable: No.
I oll-tiruei Part-time. I ulltime only.
Restrictions: Limited to tuition and tees.
I Looting level: I Y 19 S i00,000.
Administering agencv : Higher Lducation F acilitie, Commission.
Distrinujon:Impac t: Award ranges !,orr $100 to 5600 per v ear, .ith an

average .ov aid of from 5500 to $600 pc. student.

Kansas

Pt 01:1 Itti VIttic Slate `hol.tr,htt) Pt thtt
Publt, Pr it a It
.)mptIt les.

Need I lc to.: 1 es.

P,,i table: No.

to»: PM Hunt': I olltimk. Ito:mouton) of 12 semester now, 01 eill11%alcmit
iions: I united to tuition ,Ind tree.. Rerrwahlc onto.

tli1J1 I, It' e: 11 ;'): i SI i(),0
\ W10111,01.1 1.;111. du.ation onomvsiori.

it)tt him Infant: mutt for ,tcd y;(11, pc, \ Cal

Kehtio My

Poo
)m,,ct:'1.t.

tit "

So I,.

100 103



Table XII (Continued)

%Ate-Administered ScholArship Programs

Kentucky (continued)

rOK1 f actor: Yes.

Award Portable: No.
I ulltime/Part time: on!y.
Restrictions; None spe.ified.
1 undinwl;Nel:
Adminis:ering agents': Higher t.dutation Assistance AulnoritV.
Distribution /Impact: An award not to t \teed 51.500 per year.

Maryland

AWAKE

Pt ()gram Name: State Scholarship Program.
Public tPriLatt:: Roth.

ompetitive: tics.
Need F al tor: Yes.

Award Portable: No.
I ull-time/Pat t-time. Moth.
Kestrit ttholarship aid may he used to defray all or 1 trt of the

Lost of tuition, tees, room Ind board.
I unding level: I Y 197 i71 S4, 100,000.
Administering attelc: State Scholarship Hoar.f.
Ditr tho ImpaLt: An award mar range front a minimum of SNO to

rh.p.irmini of $1,500 per year.

Michigan

Pr %.111112: ompetio. z Scholarship Program.
PuhltL PrRat: Roth.

N es.

r N e. ,

Av.,ird Pio-table:
I ull tinlc P.tr t Mt: onl

it lion,: I united to tuition and rws. I he st holashivs shall he
aw,mrdc'I to residents ut Lh legislatP.e distrILl, and thc
h.11 tu.LL 01,10 hi. ,iv.,tritt2c1 to residents of the state at large.

I unctirig I 't" 1-)7 {-;1 59,1 )i,,(),)1).
Vini,liNtcr1114 : I'lie],r I,Iut.Uon Av.ist.ioc Atithqrit.
it,ttitlitttott tint to 1...,t..ed s1,2(10 nrr se,u or tiptiort And

N

Pt itc:
St,t1t. 6,Litui,ir.11101)ru.4r
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IEST COM MIMI
Table XII (Continued)

St e-Administered Scholarship Programs

Minnesota (continued)

Need ! alhit :
Alward Portable:

I ullIlniv,Parttiole:
Resin. lions:

I finding !est.':
Administering agent
I hot ;notion

New krsesi

es.

Yes.
Yes. lor publi institutions. limited to those states which
luse mils; mat .igreeepts with Minnesota.
I olltime
Aid shall he .IPPlied to eduLJtional sosts in the Wowing
order only: tuition, lees, hooks, supplies, and oilier

pefISV%. /Ward., re...trilled to the tipper 23'. .14.3;icini
sails.
I 1' 1'17 1-1.1 $4,002,526.
higher I duation ommission.

,1%.1t1 rims range trim a minimum tit 4100 to .4

maxiiimm of $1,000 per sear.

Pfogr stare holarship Program.

PliHt, aft.: floth
onipetitne: ',I es.

.set.,1 I Al WI:

\ aid Port.ililt., 1 rs. Ilw.so.ci .1 ma\ maim tit 4.. 40 the lutal nutither of
scholarships a aided mat, he used in ilstitutions outside
of Nev.

offie Pto 1111'u intle call\

tit)11V. I 111111C ti I !UMW; Mid lee. (ink,.
Ili/1,1174; 10.1.1: 1 1 1'1: S

4l:111111.4.11,10, . stmt. s. 1101.11,111p ( 011111)1 s14)1111.

I )101 ihtIli,01 IriiO3, I: r1 .1%.1111 nut 1.1(AVeil Pei sear ni lollian and lees,
hes er is die ICSSer.

mic

,wwetito.c:
cc,) I )1

I lift rtImc:
kc.Ir

:1`,

!",
1)1,,, 1.011

,1311 lor \vv. terse, S131c I1 )1.1r.illri

huldcr,
l't 0.31C.

\10.

I (tIItIC 101:
(.1 tritcc musi ht t 11u:dui tt 3 1 13tc 11(131011t).

till VH4.41 Itit .5.4..1c.11C.1 10 tut C1 II'I ii

1.1c.c1c, c3 in-Atrit, .1 !It 1II It 11,d,
IcHito.c to 01 lints tI11,..
I ) ;

S1.0- ( o,111111....1,1t1.

1,1 11,1,1 11,W I. 11I, 1,11.11...1111, in AO. irtl 1)

'1" ;,(, ,( -ir 1)11till its,! '...11,L114 ;CI is rit 11-111../.

Iii 11,) /If ,:,11,t11;) ,if

tl! 1!111,,..1
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VEST OW Awn

Table XII (Continued)

State-Administered Scholarship Programs

Nev. York

iigrani 'Same: Regents College Scholarships.
Public:Pr isate: Roth.

ompetitise; Yes.

Seed f actor: Y es.

1ward Portable:
I Pa: olltime cnly.
Restrictions: I uition and tees.
uniting lesel: f Y 1974-7.1 S 44,000,000.

Administering agency : Hoard of Regents.
Impact: An award may range !rum a minimum ut S2S0 per year to

masimom ol $1,000 per vear. the asiage award lor
dos past fiscal sear was SS

()region

Pro4r.ou N. Arne: k ,A.tr 4Vo. its Prol;r3m.
Pohl', Pr i%Atte: Both.

N.I.T.1 ti)t : tics.
\l).

toltime P.11111r1le. f tilltime only.
non.: 1 united to tuition and tees.

I ondo14 lr.rl iiiennuou S1)10,000.
Vinunt.t.rin4 .14e11. : State Shol.u.hip tomous..ion.
Dharlhonon "ri not to ecteed CCOO per 4 eat or :ultior1 alld lees.,

1, the lesser.

Penns,' kJnAJ

`,,,11)1.11.h:p Pruojarn.

ttt.:
irr putitn.c.

\cu.! I hy
\.%,irti Pin 1,11111::

13101.

I '4,1,1.112 u'vt',. f 1 i-1
1, t '/O1 ,1.% kik! rn.r, r rljc 'torn .1 nururnorn us. 4.,.2111) to

'1',i.,1f,It4111 "N!.2(1() our .car. AV,. ARIN ill UP III ',I) c),

['Ltd Art: mide t(11 t ir11,11: N..101 IP,l1n11. uI Ic.. than
,l n) nu L. a end I tin I a: n tt h ;n

I Ln oNirna t.0011.1)In)

,L'11)1.0.1,;) tunds Ountluti ho
,lice 1,1..; lilt Ar.,/ 1;111,C(slIit's.
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Table XII (Continued)

State-Administered Scholarship Programs

Rhode Island

Program Name: State Scoo'arships.
Public/Private: Both.
Competitive: Yes.

Need I actor: Yes.

Await' Portable: Yes.

I ull.time/Paictime: Both.
Restrictions: Limited to tuition and lees.
I uniting level: I Y 1973.74 S 1,998,000.
Administering Agency: Not Available.
Distribution/Impact: A maximuni award of S 1,000 per year, with An average

award or 5750 per year.

Vermont

Program Name: Ho"-- Scholarships,
Public / Prk Both.

ompetitise: Yes.

Need I actor: No.

Award Portable: tics.
I ulltime'Parttime: I ulltime only.
Restrictions: None.
I unding level: I his program is one of three programs operated by

Vermont Student Assistance Corporation, which Allocated
S2,iiI I Jr,S/10 t all three programs.
Vermont Student Assistance Corporation.
An .iard of S IOU per sear.

Adtinistering agents :
Distiihution 'Impact:

West Virginia

Prov.ini "late '10101.11,111p Pf 00,m).

Prk.ite: Both.
oflIpCiltIl.t.'

t.)!.. es.

PoitAble: No.

I ullitne tiiItime onk.
Resit', thins: 1 imituit to tuition Ankl tees.
I iindiri4 ty in' 4-' I . son,o00.

Administcrin.; rio:nss Higher I kit-it-O/1.
Iti-,Pihuti.in Imp t,t. Arl .0A.trel not to e,.t.t.,1 1.911) per st un or 11.11lion do tit tees,

hii. hes et is the lesser.

10.3 lo
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Table XII (Continued)

StateAdministereci Scholarship Programs

Wisconsin

Program Name: Honor Scholarship Program.
Public /Private: Both.
Competitive: Yes.
Need I actor: No.
Award Portable: No.
ull-time/Part-time: Full-,ime only.

RestriL bons: None.
unding level: Biennium 1973-75 S1,400,000.

Administering agency: Not available.
Distr hu bon / I ropaL An award not to esLeed Sh00 per vear.
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